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Current Topics. 


Alterations in Circuits of County Court Judges. 


His Honour Judge Sir Wiit1am Lvorvs Serre has been 
appointed Judge of the County Courts at |, asia and 
Brompton, on the resignation of his Honour Judge Sronor ; and 
his Honour Judge SHorrr has been cond Judge of the 
County Courts of Kent, in succession to his Honour Judge 
SELFE. 


New King’s Counsel. 

THE FOLLOWING are the names and dates of call to the bar of 
the new King’s Counsel: Mr. Henry Anse pE Cotyar, South- 
Eastern Circuit, 1871 ; Mr. Epwarp Forsgs Lanxester, Northern 
Circuit, 1878; Mr. Wis Trypan BarnaRD, Probate and 
Divorce Bar, 1879; Mr. ALBERT Gray, Counsel to the Chair- 
man of Committees in the House of Lords, 1879; Mr. Srow 
Joun Fraser Macteop, Western Circuit, 1881; Mr. Wir114M 
James Nostz, Midland Circuit, 1882; Mr. Ernest Murray 
Potiock, South-Eastern Circuit, 1885; Mr. Caartzs Francis 
VacuEct, Oxford Circuit, 1886; Mr. Lavrisron Barren, Oxford 
Circuit, 1886; and Mr. Henry Ercz Ricaarps, Oxford Circuit, 
1887, 


Injunction in Light and Air Cases, 

THE Lucip and admirable judgment of Mr. Justice Farws1 
in the case of Higgins v. Betts (reported elsewhere) furnishes a 
much-needed commentary upon the recent decision of the House 
of Lords in Colls v. The Home and Colonial Stores (53 W. R. 30; 
1904, A.C. 179). There has been a tendency to assume that 
the result of that case is to increase the diffic ty of securing an 
injunction in an action to protect ancient lights almost to the 
point of making such relief unobtainable. Mr. Justice Farweut 
set himself in his judgment to explain how the law in regard to 
the granting of injunctions in light and air cases mast now be 
taken to stand. In his lordship’s opinion, what the House of 
Lords has done is to insist upon the court taking up a new 

ition in regard to the evidence wy for obtaining an 
injunction. Deprivation of light is be regarded as 
a nuisance exactly on a plane with the nuisances of 
smell or noise, with, of course, the difference that it 
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ial’ 
attaches to a house, not ab initio, but by prescription. 
Itis not to be considered as a trespass pro tanto on a fixed and 
definite. right of property. As long enjoyment of unusual 
freedom from noise confers no increased legal protection from 
ordinary noises, so the enjoyment of an unusual supply of light 
is not to be regarded as conferring a right to any light greater 
than the ordinary amount necessary for the usual purposes of a 
house. Briefly, the courts are directed by the House of Lords 
to turn their attention to seeing what light is still left to a 
plaintiff's house, not merely to measuring that which has been 
taken away from it by the new building. If, when viewed in 
this way, a substantial nuisance is made out, the appropriate 
remedy will still be an injunction. We hope to return hereafter 
to the consideration of the judgment in the recent case. 


The Functions of a Public Trustee. 

A CORRESPONDENT, writing to the Zimes of the 25th ult., 
states very clearly the view we have already expressed in 
these columns as to the legitimate scope of the Public 
Trustee Bill. He points out that if a public trustee is 
appointed to exercise discretionary trusts, the inevitable result 
will be that the banking business of trusts will be concentrated 
at the Bank of England, and that the professional business will 
be placed in the hands of an official solicitor, an official broker, 
&c. The public trustee will only be concerned with seeing that 
the business is being done with as little trouble to himself as 
possible, and it will certainly save trouble for him to be always 
in communication with the same people. It is, as the corre- 
spondent remarks, the natural result of his official position. 
But the appointment of a public trustee with full administrative 
powers is not required in order to remedy the only matter which 
calls for attention. ‘‘In my view,” says the correspondent, 
‘all that is wanted is that the public trustee should be appointed 
to take charge when required of the capital funds; that, where 
there are respectable trustees and advisers, they should have the 
whole discretion of management; that when an investment is 
changed, and upon evidence that the investment is within the 
powers of the trust, all the public trustee should have to do is to 
see that the money for the securities sold is reinvested.” This, 
we may again suggest, represents exactly the scope to which the 
functions of the public trustee should in all ordinary cases be 
restricted. It may occasionally happen that no independent 
trustees can be found, and then there is an argument for an 
official being appointed to be trustee. ‘‘ But that,” says the 
same writer, ‘‘ should be confined to very special cases, and only 
at the request of a large number of the parties interested, and 
upon evidence that no responsible or respectable trustees can 
take the position of what, for simplicity, I call advising and 


managing trustees.” 


The Law Society’s Scheme of Legal Education. 


Onz or the most important developments in the Law Society’s 
re-organized scheme of legal education has just received official 
sanction. The Council offers twelve scholarships of the annual 
value of £50 each, tenable for three years, on condition that the 
holder pursues a course of legal studies approved by the 
Council. Half of these scholarships are reserved for men who 
have not yet actually joined the solicitors’ branch of the legal 
profession, the other half are open to articled clerks in different 
stages of their service. Of the former group, again, one 
half are restricted to candidates under the age of 
nineteen, while the other are open only to university 

uates. In making this offer, the Council has been animated 
by a desire to make its scholarships inducements to systematic 
study rather than the reward of successful competition. There 
will necessarily be an examination to test the merits of the 
candidates ; but the object is to secure men at an early stage 
of their careers, in the hope that the education pursued 
may operate when their minds are in a plastic stage; 
and the examination will necessarily, therefore, be directed 
to bring out promise rather than achievement. Successful 
candidates who are London students will be expected 
to pursue their studies under the care of the society’s own 
teaching staff; country students will probably avail them- 
selves of the new centres of legal education which are springing 
up in various large towns, and which it is the hope of the 





Council, in another branch of its policy, to support and strengthen, 
But, in either case, it will be the object of the Council to sub- 
stitute systematic and continued study for the hurried reading in 
the last year or six months of his service, which is too often 
regarded as the normal and correct practice for an articled clerk, 
The scholarship examinations will be held this year, owing to 
the pressure of time, in October; but in a general way they 
may be expected to be held in June, in order that the elected 
scholars may enter upon their studies in the autumn session. 


Contributory Negligence. 

In an action recently brought in the courts of Louisiana, the 
plaintiff recovered judgment against the defendants, a company 
who were working an electric tramway, for damages resulting 
from the death of her husband through their negligence in not 
causing a span wire to be properly insulated. A second action 
was afterwards brought by the widow of another workman who, 
in a generous effort to rescue his comrade by pulling away 
the wire, was killed. The plaintiff in this second action 
having recovered a verdict with substantial damages, 
the question was argued before the Supreme Court 
whether the death of the plaintiff's husband was due 
to contributory negligence on his part. Several cases 
were cited in which the plaintiffs had been injured in their 
attempt to save others from imminent danger. One of these 
was a singular one. The city authorities of Philadelphia had 
caused a trench to be dug in one of the streets of that city which 
became filled with a deadly gas, and which they had abandoned, 
leaving it without the necessary and proper safeguards to 
protect those passing by from falling into it. A child went into 
the trench to recover his ball which rolled into it, and became 
overcome by the gas, whereupon a stranger went into the 


trench and became himself overcome by the gas and died. The . 


child revived and escaped injury. In an action by the mother 
of the deceased person against the municipal corporation to 
recover damages for the death of her son, the court considered 
that there was evidence of negligence for the jury, for under the 
circumstances there was no contributory negligence on the part 
of the deceased person in endeavouring to save the child. He 
had no time for deliberation, and the law would not say that 
under the circumstances he had been guilty of rashness. A 
similar question may sooner or later be raised in the English 
courts, who may possibly regard the matter from a narrower 
point of view. 


The Jesting Judge. 

THE POINTED remarks made by Lord Justice Vauvenay 
Wit1iAMs at the dinner of the Union Society of London on the 
expediency of some “limitation to the joking powers of the 
bench” will be heartily welcomed by men who, like the corre- 
spondent whose letter we print elsewhere, have a keen regard for 
the dignity and reputation of the bench. In one respect we think 
that the learned Lord Justice must have been misreported. He 
must have meant limitations on attempts to joke. He cannot 
have intended to suggest that the chief judicial offender has any 
real ‘‘joking power,” for nature does not seem to have endowed 
him with the faculty of making a jest which would pass muster 
outside the walls of his court. His so-called jokes, if uttered by 
a professional jester of the sawdust, would ensure his immediate 
dismissal. But before an audience of ushers, jurymen, and spec- 
tators they elict uproarious laughter and give the judge the 
fond fancy that he is establishing his reputation as a judicial wag 
of the first order. Meanwhile the hearing of cases is delayed, 
witnesses are confused, and the attention of the jury is distracted 
from the issue they have to determine. This is bad enough in 
civil cases, but what are we to say to the statement of our corre- 
spondent that in a murder case the judge, ‘‘ mot long before he 
pronounced the capital sentence, passed off a joke at which there 
were ‘roars of laughter’”’? e are not told the name of the 
judge who perpetrated this outrage, but we do not think it caa 
have been the judicial personage above referred to, for he has 
certainly not a callous disposition; it must have been some 
rival of his in the race for the position of chief jester of the 
bench. Whoever it was, however, we must obviously be 
prepared for new and eminently facetious forms of sentence 
on criminals. /. Before long we shall probably read that a 
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criminal, convicted of a highway robbery with violence, has been 
addressed by the judge in the following terms: ‘‘ Now 
Joun Srusss, as a solatium for the trouble you incurred 
in carrying out your little adventure on the high- 
way, I have the pleasure to inform you that for five 
years to come you will be provided with board and lodging at 
the public expense—(laughter)—in fact, I may say that, in 
accordance with a prevalent practice in higher ranks of life, you 
will be entertained as a paying guest—(increased laughter)— 
your payment being the very reasonable recompense of fifty, not 
pounds, but strokes with a cat o’ nine tails per annum, and not 
to be paid, but to be received by you in private once in each of 
the first three years during which you will besuch paying guest. 
(Roars of laughter.) As to your diet, I believe that the menu 
will be simple and nutritive, and I doubt not that, before you 
have long been a guest, you will become conscious that you 
are an infinitely more ‘skilly’-ful man than you ever yet 
have been. (Shrieks of laughter, during which the prisoner was 
led away.)” 


The Liability of Trade Union Funds, 


Tue supGmeEnts of the Court of Appeal in The Denaby, §c., 
Colliertes (Limited) v. The Yorkshire nore’ Association (Times, 
20th ult.) shewed an important difference of opinion as to the 
liability of the funds of the defendant association to pay 
damages for wrongful conduct committed in the course of a 
strike. That trade union funds may be made liable, if the trade 
union is responsible for wrongful conduct on the part of its 
members, was settled by the Zaff Vale Railway case (1901, A. C. 
426), and hence it is now merely a question of the extent to 
which the union has made itself responsible under the par- 
ticular circumstances. In the present case the strike was 
commenced by certain branches of the association, and, 
though it was illegal in its inception by reason of 
the men leaving their work without a notice, and in its 
continuance, apparently, by a certain amount of intimidation, 
yet the majority of the Court of Appeal (MarHew and Cozens- 
Harpy, L.JJ.) held that the central body were not responsible 
for the action of the branches. Moreover, the payment of strike 
pay did not, in the view of Cozens-Harpy, L.J., render the 
association liable for any illegal acts committed in the course of 
the strike, nor was it, according to Marnew, L J., evidence of 
conspiracy to injure the employers. The Master of the Rolls 
declined to allow of this severance between the support of the 
men by strike pay and responsibility for their acts. The 
payment of strike pay was, in fact, ultrd vires, and it will be 
remembered that it was stopped by the injunction in Howden v. 
Yorkshire Miners’ Association (1903, 1 K. B, 308), recently 
affirmed by the House of Lords. Hence th{s long litigation 
has reached another stage, but not the lastone. The trade union 
now hold the lead, but only a very rash man would venture to 
rophesy whether they will still hold it when the House of 

rds considers the case. At present there are two judges who 
have decided one way and two who have decided the other; 
the Master of the Rolls supporting the verdict found for the 
company under the direction of Lawranoz, J., but being over- 
ruled by Maruew and Cozzns-Harpy, L.JJ., who have decided 
that there was no evidence to support the verdict. 


As rar as one part of the case goes there does not seem to be 
much room left for doubt; it does not appear that the union 
were in any way responsible for the initiation of the strike. 
Therefore, they were not guilty of conspiracy to induce the men 
to break their contracts of service. The contracts of service 
having been broken, however, the whole responsibility for main- 
taining and continuing the strike seems to rest upon the union; 
and the question which will have to be settled ty the House 
of Lords is whether the conduct of the union was such 
as to be actionable at the suit of the po, who were 
undoubtedly large losers in consequence of such conduct. On 
this point the jury found that the union maintained, and 
assisted in maintaining, the strike by unlawful means, by 
intimidating men who were actually working for the plaintiffs to 
cease working, by intimidating men who were willing to work 
to induce them not to work, and by illegally using the funds of 
the union to support the men on strike, As we have said, 





the House of Lords has already decided that this ‘use 
of the funds was illegal, so that that part of the finding 
is not open to question. Two of the judges of the Court 
of Appeal, however, do not think that this illegal act 
renders either the union itself or its officers who actually per- 
formed the act liable indamages. There can be no doubt that 
the strike could not have continued but for this illegal payment. 
Now, one of the chief objects of a trade union is to keep up 
wages, and a strike or a threat of a strike supplies the only means 
of attaining that object. Hence the organizing and control of 
strikes is one of the most maportent duties of the officials of a 
trade union. It can hardly be said, therefore, that when such 
officials are working to maintain a strike they are acting outside 
the scope of their authority. And if they are parties t» 
illegal acts while acting within such scope, it is hard to see why 
they, and their principals, the union, are not responsible ia 
damages to those who are direct sufferers from such acts. This cas» 
is only one more proof of the extraordinary confusion which now 
exists as to questions affecting trade unions. No one knows 
where he is in such questions, and litigation between employers 
and unions goes on in the midst of a thick fog in which it is mors 
or less a matter of chance which party gets hit. 


Mortgage of a Diamond Ring. 


In tHE case of Salebes v. Castelberg (98 Maryland Rep. 645 
the Court of Appeals of Maryland has had to consider a questio. 
rather out of the ordinary course of legal procedure—viz., 
whether a diamond ring may be the subject of a chattel mort- 
gage, or as we should call it in England a bill of sale? A mort- 
gage or bill of sale of chattels in this country may no doubt be 
made subject to a condition, and the ion is not, as in tie 
case of apledge, necessary for its validity. The complicatsd 
regulations of the Bills of Sale Acts and the order and disposition 
clause in the Bankruptcy Act make the security a hazardous 
one, but bills of sale of household furniture and stock-in-trade 
are common enough. But we do not remember to have heard of 
a bill of sale of jewellery, which is intended to remain in the 
possession of, al to be actually worn by, the grantor. There are 
plenty of stories of how ladies of fashion have been forced to 
pledge their diamonds and to substitute for them imitatiors 
made of paste. But if they could persuade the lender 
to forego delivery of the precious stones and to con- 
tent himself with a mortgage, there would no longer 
be any painful anxiety lest the absence of their treasurcs 
should be discovered. In the American case the buyer of a 
diamond ring from the plaintiffs executed a mortgage of it to 
them to secure the payment of part of the purchase-money. 
After making some payments under the mortgage, he pawned the 
ring with the defendant, against whom the plaintiff brought an 
action of trover. In this action it was argued that an article of 
wearing apparel, or an ornament which attends the person in the 
daily walks of life, is not the subject of a mortgage, and that to 
hold otherwise might lead to the perpetration of fraud upon 
innocent purchasers for value. A person dealing with another 
who is in possession of an article of personal ornament is entitled 
to believe that he is the true owner. The court ultimately held 
that, in the absence of any statute prohibiting the transaction, 
the ring might be the subject of a mortgage, and it seems to us 
that the case of Reeves v. Capper (5 Bing. N. C. 136) is an 
authority in favour of a similar decision by the English courts. 


The Unlawful Transfer of Passports. 

THE PROSECUTION by the Government - pal ersons on A 
charge of conspiring to obtain a ry ly stating tha’ 
it was to be aa by one of has te te purpose of travelling 
in Russia, whereas it was intended to be falsely and fraudulently 
used by some other person—thusendangering the peaceful relations 
existing between the English and Russian nations—is one of au 
unusual character, and it may not be inappropriate to make a 
iio e at eae 9 i - Pow —. pegged 

ishing to say a word upon the merits of the particularcase. 
passport, as rf well renal; isa formal document issued by t.e 

vernment of a State to which a traveller belongs authenticat- 
ing his right to travel in foreign countries, and his right to the 
protection of the foreign authorities. It is unnecessary to say 
that such a document is often of great value as constituting a 


. 











528 | THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 





June 3, 1905. 





—— 





warrant of protection for the person specified in it, and that it is 
not transferable by the person named in the permission, for 
although there might be no objection to the privilege being 
granted to him, there might be serious objections against 
any individual who might be substituted for him. It is, 
however, according to common experience, not only in the 
case of passports but of other documents of title, that many 
persons pay no attention whatever to the words ‘‘not transfer- 
able,” and do their best to put strangers in their place. It would 
scarcely be disputed that passports were obtained by English- 
men of good position during the Austrian occupation of Italy and 
were placed by them at the disposal of Italian refugees who wished 
to return to their country for the purpose of taking part in 
political conspiracies. A foreign government has surely a right 
to ask that every reasonable effort should be made by the State 
granting the passports to prevent these official vouchers from 
being used by rebellious subjects in the prosecution of their 
schemes. We believe that the United States have enacted a law 
imposing heavy penalties upon those who, having obtained pass- 
ports, deal with them in a manner prohibited by the terms of 
the grant. We have been unable to find any English statute of 
the like description, and the offence would therefore be only 
indictable as a misdemeanour at common law. Having regard 
to the fact that such an offence is calculated to embarrass our 
Government and our diplomacy abroad, it may be thought 
expedient to bring before Parliament some measure which may 
have the effect of strengthening the general law. 


Income Tax—Deduction from Profits. 


WE AkE not surprised that the decision of the Court of Appeal 
in Strong v. Woodfield (reported elsewhere), as to the right of the 
appellants to deduct damages and costs which they had incurred 
from the amount of profits for which they were assessed for income 
tax, has failed to satisfy certain writers in the daily papers, who 
consider it a case of great hardship. The appellants were a 
company formed for the acquisition and management of a 
number of hotels and public-houses, and were assessed to 
income tax upon the average of their profits for three years. 
They claimed as a deduction from these profits the damages and 
costs which they had incurred in defending an action brought 
against them for injuries sustained by a guest at one of their 
licensed houses, caused by the falling of a chimney during a 
gale. The plaintiff was a guest in this inn, and was in bed at 
the time when the chimney fell through the roof owing to the 
gale, and injured him. He obtained a verdict of damages on 
the ground that the fall of the chimney was owing to the 
negligence of the appellants in allowing it to get out of repair. 
The appellants contended that, in ascertaining the profits in 
respect of which they were liable to be assessed, allowance ought 
to be made for the expenditure in respect of the claim for 
damages before the profits of the year could be ascertained. 
The law relating to deductions from profits liable to income tax 
is contained in section 100, cases 1 and 2, of the Income Tax 
Act, 1842, by which no deductions from profits are to be allowed 
on account of loss not connected with or arising out of the trade 
or concern, or for expenses not being money exclusively laid out 
for the purposes of such trade or concern. Mr. Justice Pari- 
mMoRE held that the appellants were entitled to the deduction 
claimed by them, but his decision was reversed by the Court of 
Appeal upon the broad principle that, while expenses which were 
properly incurred for the purpose of earning the profits might 

deducted, there was no right to deduct an expense 
which was to come out of the profits after they had 
been earned. The damages incurred by the appellants were 
not an expense incurred by them in earning the profits. We 
can understand that this decision will not satisfy many persons 
engaged in business. But it has often been said that the judges 
must be governed by the words of the Act, and must not allow 
any item in favour of the person who is taxed merely because it 
is an item which would properly find its way into a profit and 
loss account between a man and his partners or as kept by him- 
self, The Court of Appeal take occasion to observe that the loss 
sustained by the negligence of the owners of the-house was not a 
loss arising out of the trade or concern, inasmuch as it was not 
incidental to the business of an innkeeper, and was not incurred 
in earning their profits. It may at some future period be 


necessary to decide whether an innkeeper whose guests have 
recovered damages against him for the loss of their luggage is 
entitled to a deduction from his profits in respect of these 
damages. ' 

‘The Stranger in Blood.’’ 

Mr. W. P. W. Parmumore’s article in the Law Magazine and 
Review on the liability to duty of legacies to illegitimate 
children raises and suggests some curious points. Under the 
description of ‘ Strangers in Blood” (see schedule to the Stamp 
Act, 1815, 55 Geo. 3, c. 184) these legacies have always been 
charged with a duty of 10 per cent., and successions of illegiti- 
mate children have been similarly charged under section 10 of 
the Succession Duty Act, 1853, whereas legacies to children 
(until the Finance Act, 1894, which merged them in estate 
duty) and successions of children were charged at the value of 
1 per cent. only. Mr. Purtxrorz, while admitting to the full 
the disabilities of illegitimate children both under the Statute 
of Merton and in the construction of wills, contends that as by 
the hypothesis they are not physically strangers in blood, and 
as they cannot be of any other degree of relationship than 
that of children, they are children within the meaning of the 
Succession Duty Act, and that the “invariable practice of the 
Inland Revenue authorities is wholly unjustifiable,” adding 
that “‘ these considerations are equally applicable to the question 
as to what amount of legacy duty is payable by all illegitimate 
relatives of any degree.” If this knot should require legisla- 
tion to untie it, such legislation should also deal with the 
question of the recoverability of overcharges made in the 
past, if it should, by any chance, be thought fit to make 
Mr. Purturmore’s proposition law. The payments of the 
overcharges, if overcharges they were, were payments made 
in mistake of law, which are ordinarily irrecoverable. There 
are, however, exceptions to this rule (see, e.g., Stone v. Godfrey, 
5 De GM. & é, at p. 90), where it was laid down by 
Turner, L.J., that the rule of irrecoverability does not apply 
where there is any equitable ground for an exception, and Re 
Opera (1891, 2 Ch. 154), which is to the effect that any officer 
of a court who has in his hands a sum of money which has been 
paid to him erroneously under a mistake of law will be ordered 
to repay it; and it might possibly be that a court would apply 
the principle of these cases to duties overpaid. 


Discretion as to Costs of a County Court Judge. 


In THE recent case of Lverally. Brown, a King’s Bench Divisional 
Court have determined a point indirectly referred to in Aston 
Tube Works v. Dumbell (52 W. R. 444; 1904, 1 K. B. 535), and 
have held that there is nothing in section 65 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, to deprive a county court judge of the wide 
discretion as to costs vested in him by section 113 of that Act, 
which provides that “all the costs of any action or matter in the 
court not herein otherwise provided for, shall be paid by of 
apportioned between the parties in such manner as the court 
shall think just, and, in default of any special direction, shall 
abide the event of the action or matter.” Some doubt as to 
whether this was the case seems to have been generated by 
certain obiter dicta in Wright § Sons v. Bull (1900, 2 Q. B. 
124), as to the meaning of the words ‘‘not herein otherwise 
provided for” in the section last cited. According, however, 
to the decision given in the case under consideration, these 
words do not refer to the case of an action of contract remitted 
to the county court, as to the balance of a claim (in respect of 
part of which the plaintiff has previously recovered pe conde 
under order 14 of the R. 8. C.), and so, under such circum- 
stances, the county court judge has full jurisdiction, under 
section 113 above mentioned, to make a special order as to such 
costs as have not already been dealt with in the High Court. 


Attendances of Members of the Council of the 
Law Society. 

WE ative elsewhere the usual annual return of the attendances 
at meetings of the Council and committees of the Law Society. 
As might be expected from the energy with which Mr. Raw1e 
has discharged the duties of President, he heads the list with an 
aggres' te of 176 attendances, Mr. Barker comes next with 144, 

~ Pznnincton is a good third with 133 attendances to hie 
credit. 
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The Retirement of Mr. Wolstenholme. 


We announce, with deep regret, the resignation by Mr. E. P. 
WotstEnHOLME of the office of one of the Conveyancing Counsel 
of the Chancery Division, preliminary to his retirement from 

ractice. The event calls for special notice, not merely because 
by his retirement we lose an adviser of consummate ability—as 
subtle as broad and practical in the application of law to facts and 
in the construction of documents—and a brilliant conveyancer, 
but more particularly because of the important part he took in 
the framing of the Conveyancing and Settled Land Acts. In 
this respect he has laid both landowners and the profession 
under a heavy debt of gratitude. It is only practitioners who 
have to deal with these pieces of legislation who can fully 
appreciate the skill and care with which the various schemes 
tLey contain are worked out. When it is considered that they were, 
as to conveyancing matters, thought out and drafted by a man in 
the midst of an overwhelming practice the wonder grows, and 
when it is known (as we believe is the fact) that all this drafting 
work was done gratuitously and without fee or reward, it reaches 
aclimax. Surely these remarkable facts deserve some formal 
recognition by both branches of the profession. 

The history of these measures is interesting. We believe we are 
correct in saying that it was somewhat after this wise: Sometime 
in 1879 Lord Carrns sent for Mr. Wotsrrnnotme, and asked him 
whether a measure could be devised enabling tenants for life of 
landed estates to deal with them in the same manner as would 
be done by a prudent owner in fee. He was answered that it 
could be done, but that a Bill for shortening deeds was also 
urgently required. Thereupon Mr. WoLsTENHOLME was requested 
to submit suggestions to the Lord Chancellor with regard to 
both the proposed measures. These suggestions were speedily 
furnished, and the drafting of the Bills was confided to Mr. 
WoLsTENHOLME’s relative, Mr. F. 8. Rerity (afterwards Counsel 
to the Speaker), But the instructions were not given until 
December, 1879, and it was essential that the measures should 
be introduced at the opening of the session, hence barely two 
months were left for their drafting. At Mr. Reitiy’s request, 
Mr. WotsrenHoLME prepared for him in draft the conveyancing 
portions of the Bills; these portions were put into Parliamentary 
shape by Mr. Remy, and the remaining portions of the Bills 
were drafted by him. The task was accomplished, and in 
February, 1880, the Bills, together with the Solicitors’ Remunera- 
tion Bill, were introduced in the House of Lords and were 
subsequently read a second time. Their further progress was 
stopped by the dissolution of Parliament in March, 1880, but 
in the following year, as we all know, the Conveyancing and 
Remuneration Acts became law. In 1882 the Settled Land Bill, 
together with the Conveyancing Bill, 1882, passed the House of 
Lords, and were referred to a Select Committee of the House of 
Commons in June of that year. This committee sat upon the Bills 
until the end of July, and Mr. WotstEnHoLME attended for eight 
days to explain their provisions. The Committee, largely at his 
suggestion, added to the Settled Land Acts several important 
clauses (¢.g., sections 21 (1), 37, and 63), and, apart from this, 
advantage was taken by the framers of all the Bills of the delays 
in passing them to polish up and amend their provisions. And 
this work was, as we have said, largely done by the busiest 
conveyancer in Lincoln’s-inn, and, except as regards a trifling 
allowance as a witness before the Parliamentary Committee, 
without a single penny of remuneration ! 

With all our regret, we must admit that no one has ever better 
earned the right to rest from unremitting labour than Mr. 
Woxsrennotmg, for he has been in harness for nearly fifty-five 
years. A pupil of the late Mr. Curisriz, who was not slow to 
discern his ability, he was called tothe bar in 1850, and during 
the last thirty years or more he has borne the burden of a heavy 
practice in important matters, working some twelve hours a 
day during ten months of the year, but sacredly reserving the 
other two fas a complete holiday. Yet did any of our 
readers ever find him worried or anxious? ‘The impression 
he gave to clients and professional brethren who had occasion to 
confer with him was that of a man of leisure, always ready for a 
joke or anecdote. It was only when he began to talk on the 
matter in hand that his grasp of it shewed that, somehow 
or other, he had mastered every detail of the papers before 





him. The fact was that the work had been done in the early 
hours of the morning, commencing at about four o’clock in winter 
and summer alike. His business day began five hours at least 
before that of most of his visitors, and while they were sleeping 
he was arranging and performing his day’s work. . 

Mr. WotsTENHOLME was appointed one of the Conveyancing 
Counsel to the Court in 1877, and by universal consent no one has 
ever discharged with greater distinction the important duties of 
that office. He was second only to Mr. Burrows in point of 
seniority. He was made a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn in 1889, and 
he was for several years treasurer of the Bar Association. 

We have little room left to dwell on the regard which is, and 
always has been, felt for Mr. Wotsrznnotme by his brother 
practitioners, and it is not easy to express about a living man 
all we could wish to say. But we may assure him on his 
retirement that he will carry with him the high esteem and 
regard of every one of his brethren, from the most eminent down 
to the youngest of them, To all alike he has during his long 
career shewn the utmost kindness and high-minded generosity. 
If he could help a man he did so; the bruised reed of the 
trembling junior whose efforts in drafting came before him was 
never harshly or wantonly broken ; a good draft, by whomsoever 
prepared, received his unstinted praise; while to the experienced 
conveyancer who wanted to discuss a knotty point his advice and 
assistance were ever ready. The disappearance of such a man is 
a heavy loss to Lincoln’s-inn. 


A Wife’s Costs in Divorce 


Proceedings. 
I 


Tue recent decision of Sir Gorett Barnes in Sheppard v. Sheppard 
(Times, 22nd ult.) calls attention to the important change in prac- 
tice as to the husband’s liability for his wife’s costs in divorce 

roceedings which has been effected by the decision of the 
Gourt of Appeal last year in Re Wingfield and Blew (1904, 2 
Ch. 665), and though the learned President held that that 
decision does not interfere with the power of the court to order 
the husband to give security for the wife’s costs, yet he was, of 
course, unable to dispute its effect upon the ultimate liability 
for costs, or rather, for the excess of solicitor and client over 
party and party costs. ‘ 

The general principles as to the liability of the husband for 
the wife’s costs were considered in Stocken v. Pattrick (29 L. T. 
507), and the liability was grounded upon the circumstance 
that the costs fell within the category of necessaries. In that 
case the wife’s solicitors were suing the husband for their costs, 
The wife had consulted them respecting the husband’s alleged 
cruelty and adultery, and the solicitors, after makin 
inquiries, concluded that there were good grounds for legal 
proceedings. They therefore commenced a suit for divorce on 
the wife’s behalf, but before it came to a hearing the parties 
arranged a separation. In deciding that the husband 
was liable for the wife’s costs, Kerry, ©.B., said: ‘“ There 
is no doubt that a husband is liable for necessaries supplied 
to his wife; and no doubt a suit for a divorce by reason of 
adultery, or a judicial separation by reason of cruelty, is not of 
the same nature in itself as an action to recover for dress or food 
supplied by the tradesmen to the wife; but it is equally a case 
of necessity, and equally within the reasonable meaning of the 
word ‘ necessary’ in point of law; for, unless the law denies to 
a married woman all redress under the circumstances, it is 
absolutely of necessity that she should proceed to obtain redress 
by means of an attorney, and he can only endeavour to procure 
for her redress by means of a suit instituted in the proper court. 
Further, I conceive, a proceeding by such suit to obtain 
redress is a real ‘nece ’ within the meaning of that 
term.” And subsequently the Chief Baron added: “It is 
clear to my mind, without any authority in point of 
law, that it would be inexpedient for the general interests 
of society in a case like this if the wife could not give her 
attorney the right to costs against her husband.” And by 
“ costs” in this connection was meant solicitor and client costs. 
In Ottaway v. Hamilton (3 O. P. D. 393) it was argued that the 
statutory power to award costs under the Matrimonial Causes 
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Acts had abrogated this doctrine as to the liability of the 
husband, but the argument was rejected by the Court of Appeal. 
“I cannot see,” said Bramwett, L.J., “that because the 
plaintiff has obtained from the Divorce Division such sums as 
are allowed upon taxation he is to be debarred from recovering 
the extra costs by an action against the husband. . . . Subject 
to the question whether they have been justifiably incurred, the 
defendant is bound to pay them, just as if he had retained the 
plaintiff to act as his solicitor.” 

Apart, then, from the statutory provision about to be mentioned, 
it is clear that, where a wife employs a solicitor to defend 
divorce proceedings commenced by the husband, or where she 
employs him to commence such proceedings on her behalf, and 
there is reasonable ground forcommencing them, the costs which 
she incurs are “ necessaries,’ and the husband is liable in an 
action to pay any part which is not recovered by other means. 
But in a case where there has already been a judicial separa- 
uion, another consideration is imported by section 26 of the 
Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 85), which is as 
follows: ‘‘In every case of a judicial separation the wife shall, 
whilst so separated, be considered as a feme sole for the purposes 
of contract, and wrongs and injuries, and suing and being sued 
in any civil proceeding ; and her husband shall not be liable in 
respect of any engagement or contract she may have entered 
into, or for any wrongful act or omission by her, or for any costs 
she may incur as plaintiff or defendant ; provided, that where 
upon avy such judicial separation alimony has been decreed or 
ordered to be paid to the wife, and the same shall not be duly 
paid by the husband, he shall be liable for necessaries supplied 
for her use.” 

Now, it can hardly be disputed that this enactment primd facie 
displaces the husband’s liability for costs in a case where the 
proceediogs for divorce are commenced after there has been an 
order for judicial separation. The liability of the husband 
s based upon the argument that the wife’s employment of a 
solicitor is a ‘‘ necessary,” and it is for the price of such 
necessary that the action is allowed against the husband. The 
wife’s contract with the solicitor is a contract which the law 


authorizes her to enter into as the agent for the husband. But 
here is an enactment which says that, during a judicial separa- 
tion the wife shall be considered a feme sole, and the husband 
shall not be liable in respect of contracts she may enter into; 
including, it may be assumed, such a contract as the retainer of a 


solicitor. And if there were any doubt that these words covered 
contracts for necessaries it would be removed by the express 
reference to necessaries in the proviso. Where alimony has been 
decreed, and is not duly paid, then the husband is to be liable 
for necessaries supplied for the wife’s use. Seeing, then, that 
the liability of the husband for the wife’s costs is founded on the 
doctrine as to necessaries, and that that doctrine is excluded 
during a judicial separation, save only where alimony is not duly 
paid, the primd facie effect of the section is, as we have said, to 
relieve the husband of the liability. 

But it may be said—and this is the argument that prevailed 
with Warrincton, J.,in Re Wingfield and Blew (supra)—where 
alimony is ordered, the amount is determined with a view to the 
ordinary expenses which the wife will incur, and it should not 
be treated as covering an extraordinary expense such as costs 
incurred in prosecuting or defending divorce proceedings. And 
this view is supported by Zurner v. Rookes (10 A. & E. 47), 
where it was held that the fact of alimony being granted and 
duly paid did not relieve the husband of liability fur costs in- 
curred by the wife in consequence of his violent conduct. “1 
do not see,” said Lord Dznmay, O,J., in the course of the argu- 
ment, ‘‘that the separate maintenance has anything to do with 
the question. She has that for other purposes; this cannot 
have been contemplated in making the allowance.” Hence, 
Wakrnincton, J., observed that, had the present case come 
before Lord Denman, the solicitor would have been held to be 
entitled to treat the costs of the divorce petition as necessaries, 
and to be entitled to sue the husband for these costs as necessaries 
not covered by the allowance for alimony. The case of Zurner 
v. Rookes was, indeed, prior to the Act of 1857, and cannot be 
regarded as relevant if section 26 really relieves the husband of 
liability for necessaries, including under that term his wife’s 
costs. But Wanzinoton, J., held that it does not. ‘I think,” 


he said, ‘‘ the first part of the section is subject to an exception 
in the case of necessaries, and that, notwithstanding that, the 
husband is liable to be sued for necessaries, unless he pays 
alimony, if alimony is allowed, or unless his conduct has put 
the wife to expense which, on the principle of Zurner v. Rookes, 
would be regarded as necessaries incurred.” The use of the 
second ‘‘unless” appears to be a slip, but the meaning of the 
sentence seems to be as follows: Under the first part of the 
section a general exception of necessaries is to be implied, but 
the proviso exempts the husband from liabilities for necessaries 
if he duly pays alimony which has been ordered, though even 
such payment will not relieve him from paying his wife’s costs, 
these not being necessaries which the alimony is intended to 
cover. 

The objection to this reading of the section is that it fails to 
give due effect to the proviso. Had the first part of the section 
stood alone, its generality might, perhaps, have been qualified by 
an implied exception in the case of necessaries. But it does not 
stand alone. It is followed by the proviso which is intended to 
point out the case in which the husband is to remain liable for 
necessaries—namely, where alimony has been ordered and has 
not been duly paid. The proviso, of course, operates by way of 
exception, and it cannot except necessaries in a particular case 
unless they have been already ivcluded in the earlier part of the 
section. It is difficult, therefore, to follow Warrineroy, J., 
when he says that the first part of the section is subject to an 
exception in the case of necessaries—that is, if he meant that it 
was subject to an implied general exception. The express 
exception in the proviso excludes the implication of any exception 
in the previous enactment, and the first part of the section must be 
taken to relieve the husband from liability for his wife’s 
contracts, including contracts for necessaries. Then comes the 
proviso which specifies the case in which, notwithstanding the 
earlier part of the section, the husband shall be liable for neces- 
saries—namely, where alimony is ordered and is not duly paid. 
| The effect is that there ig an exception in the case of necessaries, 
| but it only comes into operation when there is default in the 
| payment of alimony. 

Warernerton, J., held that even where there is no such default, 
yet there is still an exception in the case of the wife’s costs, 
where these have been caused by the husband’s conduct, but 
this interpretation of section 26 found no favour in the Court of 
Appeal. The proviso to the section in fact makes no distinction 
in regard to the nature of the necessaries for which it is sought 
to render the husband liable. The wife’s costs can only be brought 
in under the head of necessaries, and they cannot be brought in 
under this head save in the case of default in payment of alimony. 
The result is manifestly unjust. In point of fact alimony is not 
intended to cover an expense of this kind, and the wife is 
deprived by section 26 of the protection which it has been 
always agreed she ought to have. When there has once been a 
decree of judicial separation she is placed at the mercy of her 
husband. He may make charges against her in a divorce 
petition, against which she has not the means of defending her- 
self, and, on the other hand, whatever may be his misconduct, 
she has not the means of suing for a divorce herself. We are 
dealing, of course with the case where the wife has no property of 
her own. Itis unlikely that section 26 was intended to produce this 
result, but the result is a consequence of the doctrine which makes 
the husband liable for costs only as ‘‘ necessaries.” 

The inconvenience of the decision was perceived by Sir GorEL. 
Baryes in Sheppard vy. Sheppard, and he declined to alter the 
practice as to requiring the husband to give security for the 
wife’s costs, pointing out that Re Wingfield and Blew only dealt 
with the solicitor and client and not with party and party costs. 
But the principle of that decision seems to go further. If the 
wife succeeds, of course the husband will have.to pay party and 
party costs; but this may not be so if she fails, and then 
apparently the security for costs would be of no avail. The 
security would be discharged and the wife’s solicitor would go 
unpaid. 

ir GorELL Barnes intimated, however, that the matter did 
not depend only upon the doctrine of necessaries and the con- 
struction of section 26. It is the practice of the court to see 
that the wife is provided with funds to meet her case, and he 
was evidently very unwilling to see this practice upset, nor did 
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he believe that the Court of Appeal, in deciding Re Wingfield 
and Blew, had any such intention. But we must reserve for a 
further article the question, how far the husband’s liability for 
costs can be maintained, after judicial separation, apart from 
section 26. 

In Re Wingfield and Blew there had been an unsuccessful petition 
for divorce and it was in the course of those proceedings that the 
decree of judicial separation was made. It was a further point 
that the second petition was really a continuation of the former 
proceedings so as to enable the wife’s solicitors to recover their 
costs on the original retainer, but this was disallowed both by 
Wasgrineton, J., and the Court of Appeal. The second divorce 
petition was a distinct proceeding and was not covered by the 
retainer given before the decree of judicial separation. 

(Zo be continued.) 








Partnership Assurance. 


OnE of the difficulties which is experienced in entering into partner- 
ship is to provide for the payment of the value of the interest of a 
partner who may die during the partnership term. A convenient 
mode of meeting this difficulty is to effect an insurance which will 
provide a capital sum just at the time when it is required, and the 
manner in which such insurance may be equitably arranged as 
between the partners forms the subject of an interesting pamphlet by 
Mr. T. P. WANSBROUGH.* We are not sure, however, that the letter 
from Mr. FITZGERALD, which Mr. WANSBROUGH uses as a preface, is 
correctly described as an ‘‘ opinion.”’ Mr. FirzGERALD writes that he 
has perused the pamphlet with interest, and that it ought to lead to a 
new and useful development of life insurance business, He also observes 
that there appears to be no objection to the legal validity of the policies 
which Mr. WANSBROUGH suggests. ‘‘ Each partner,” says Mr. Firz- 
GERALD, ‘‘ expects to gain an advantage from the continued life and 
attention to the partnership business of the other, and is likely to suffer 
loss or injury from his premature death. Each has consequently an in- 
surable interest in the other's life—at least to the extent of the probable 
loss—often to a larger extent. The Supreme Court of the United 
States has held distinctly that partners have an insurable interest in 
each other’s lives. The decision is, of course, not binding in this 
country; but the reasoning on which it was based is in accordance 
with the views laid down by great judges here, and may be looked on 
as @ guide which will be followed, should the point ever require decision 
here.” We have no reason to doubt that this is so, and Mr. 
FITZGERALD would not, of course, write on the subject without due 
consideration, but at the same time everyone knows the distinction 
between an opinion expressed unprofessionally, and one which is 
given under the sense of responsibility entailed by professional 
employment. Probably, however, the letter was really an opinion. 
Mr. WANSBROUGH commences by stating the general problem 
which has to be solved. How is an intending ffirtner to secure the 
greatest provision for his family if he dies first, and yet not impair 
the prosperity of the firm should he be the survivor? And he briefly 
outlines the various provisions which have hitherto been made. These 
he classifies as (1) for the survivor to make an annual allow- 
ance to the executors of the deceased for a term certain ; 
(2) for the survivor to pay a life interest to the deceased 
partner’s widow or other dependants during his life; (3) for 
the business to revert automatically to the survivor and become 
his sole property without payment of any kind; and (4) for the sur- 
viving partner to purchase the interest of the deceased by a cash pay- 
ment either immediately or by instalments. Mr, WANSBROUGH 
observes that, of these arrangements, the first and last are the oxves 
most generally adopted, and they are, indeed, the only ones which it 
is necessary to consider. The payment of an annual sum to the 
widow, whether fixed or dependent on profits, does not—immediately, 
at any rate—call for any interference with capital, and the applica- 
tion of the right of survivorship to a case of partnership is, 
to say the least, unusual. Moreover, Mr. WANnsBRovuGH’s first 
and fourth cases do not appear to be essentially different. 
By an annual allowance to executors he means pay- 
ment of the value of the partner’s interest by instalments, 
and this is what usually takes place when the articles provide for the 
aamete by the surviving partner of the deceased partner’s interest. 
ubstantially the question is, how to provide, upon the death of 
& partner, for the payment of the value of his share without preju- 
dicing the continuance of the business in the hands of the surviving 
partner. The survivor may have private means for doing this, or he 


* The Case for Partnership Assurance: An Analysis of its Advantages and a 
Submission of a New and Equitable Principle for  aapeeinns the Premium Pa: 8 to 
Partner. With Illustrations in Simple Com) ‘ 7 2; 
Wansbrough, Preface: An Opinion on the Question of the Legal Insurable Interest of 
Bien ta et Lives of Each Other. By J. V. Vesey Fitzgerald, K.C. Charles & 











may borrow, or he may introduce a new partner. If the payment is 
postponed the matter is made easier for the surviving partner, but 
this means that the family of the deceased partner have to trust to 
the successful conduct of the business, 

If a partner relies on his private means to pay out the 
interest of a deceased partner, he must keep a sufficient sum 
readily realizable, for he has to pay upon an event the time of which 
is unknown ; borrowing is expensive, and may be impracticable; and 
the introduction of a fresh partner with the necessary capital is 
uncertain. Mr. WANSBROUGH recommends insurance as at once the 
most convenient and the most economical way of effecting the 
desired end. A partnership policy, he says, is a financial arrange- 
ment, which anticipates by a sinking fund an amount which has to 
be met, and it is the only arrangement which precludes the 
possibility of loss arising from the sacrifice involved in realizing 
capital, interest on borrowing it, or diminution of trade through 
reduction of capital. 

The policies which he suggests as available for the purpose are the 
joint-life policy, under which the face-value is payable upon the first 
death, and separate policies on the lives of the partners, under which 
the face-value is payable when the life insured drops; and there is an 
adaptation of each, namely, the convertible partnership policy, which 
is a form of joint-life policy, and the enlargeable term policy, which 
is a form of single-life policy. The objection to the original joint-life 
policy is that its object is not attained if a dissolution of partnership 
occurs during the Jifetime of all the partners. It is not convenient 
to keep the policy in force and a surrender is unsatisfactory. Mr. 
WANSBROUGH ascribes the comparative failure of partnership assur- 
ance to the employment of the terms ‘‘ joint-life policy ” and ‘ part- 
nership policy” as if they were interchangeable. The chief objection 
to the joint-life policy is met by taking it out as a ‘‘ convertible 
partnership policy,” and then, in the event of a dissolution while all 
the partners are living, it can be divided between the partners, and 
the separate parts, so we understand, kept on foot as single-life 
policies. Mr. WANSBROUGH, however, prefers the taking out 
of separate policies originally, which may be either whole-life 
policies, or enlargeable term policies, the latter being policies 
under which the sun insured is payable only in the event of death 
before a specified age. These latter policies require a low initial 
premium, but on or before the attainment of tnat age the policy 
may be enlarged to an ordinary whole-life policy, at the rate for the 
insured at his then age, without fresh medical examination. 

Not the least interesting part of Mr. WANSBROUGH’s pamphlet is 
the concluding chapter in which he discusses the mode in which the 
premiums should = apportioned between the partners. For this 
purpose he distinguishes between the amount actually realizable 
for the partnership business in the open market, and the actual 
capital sunk, the difference being the depreciation. Thus the capital 
sunk may be £5,400, and the realizable value only two-thirds 
of this, or £3,600. Again, the share of the partners may be 
unequal. Thus A. may have £4,500 and B. £900 of nominal capital, 
or respectively, £3,000 and £600 of the realizable capital. 
Mr. WANSBROUGH suggests that insurances should first be effected by 
A. on B.’s life for £600, and by B. on A.’s life for £3,000. Thus, if A. 
dies, B. will at once have £3,000 to pay the amount which A.’s 
representatives would receive on a sale, and he then has the whole 
business for himself. Similarly if B. dies A. gets the £900. For 
these insurances A. and B. respectively pay the premiums out of their 
own pockets as they get respectively the sole benefit of them, The 
amounts are realizable in any event. ‘With the extra £1,500 of A.’s 
capital and £300 of B.’s capital, which represent depreciation and 
which will not be realized on a sale, it is different. For these 
amounts, too, Mr. WANSBROUGH suggests that separate policies 
should be taken out, for the £1,500 on A.’s and for the £300 on B.’s 
life, but for consideration which would take too much space for us to 
state, he considers that the premiums or both these policies should 
be paid by the partnership business. Several examples are given of 
the manner in which this scheme would work, and in conclusion Mr. 
WANSBROUGH states his principle as follows : 

1. That each partner shall pay the premium for an assurance on the 
life of the other for the amount of that other’s share of the assets 
expected to be realized in cash if the business were sold. 

2. That the firm shall in addition pay the premiums for the 
assurances on each partner's life for the amount of the depreciation 
which occurs at a partners decease, from the considerations 
mentioned. 

The scheme requires to be carefully considered before it is put into 
practice, but it appears to be not too complicated for ordinary use, and 
the pamphlet will well repay perusal. 








A marble bust of Lord Russell of Killowen, executed by Mr. Brock 
R.A., on behalf of the committee of the Russell of Killowen Memorial 
Fund for presentation to the Bar Association of New York, has just been 
despatched to America. It is bable that the formal presentation of 
the bust to the New York Bar be made by Mr, Choate, on his return 


to New York, 
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Reviews. 


Compensation. 


A TREATISE ON THE PRINCIPLES OF THE LAW OF COMPENSATION. 
By C. A. Cripps, M.A., B.C.L., one of His Majesty’s Counsel. 
FirtH Epirion. By the Author, assisted by AUBREY T. Law- 
RENCE, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Mr. Cripps’ work on Compensation has established a reputation for 
itself as a clear and practical exposition of this branch of the law, and 
the present edition, which makes no alteration in the main design 
of the work, appears successfully to incorporate the modifications 
made by recent decisions. In general the effect of these has been simply 
to work out the principles which haye been already established by the 
extensive litigation to which the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, has given 
rise. Thus Ashton Vale Iron Co. v. Mayor of Bristol (1901, 1 Ch. 591) 
has decided that, where a notice to treat—which, it is settled, does not 
in itself cons'itute a contract—has been effectually withdrawn, it is 
within the powers of the promoters to serve a fr.sh notice; and 
Mercer v. Liverpool, &c., Railway Co. (1904, A. C. 461) has affirmed 
the rule that, after service of a notice to treat, the owner of 
the property cannot create fresh interests which will be the 
subject of compensation. On the other hand, a nght to com- 
pensation is a legal chose in action which can be effectively assigned : 
Dawson v. Great Northern and City Railway Co. (1905, 1 K. B. 260). 
The rule that compensation can include the prospective value 
of land for a special purpose—as for a reservoir—which 
formerly depended only upon cases not to be found in the 
ordinary reports, has been recognized in Re Gough and the 
Aspatria Water Board (1904,1 K. B. 417), and in Re Bwilfa and 
Merthyr Dare Collieries Co. and Pontypridd Waterworks Oo. (1903, 
A. C. 426) a mine-owner, who was entitled to compensation for coal, 
was allowed to give evidence of a rise in value after the commence- 
ment of the proceedings. These are some of the important cases on 
compensation which have been recently decided, and we have found 
them all duly noted up and their effect stated. The rule that com- 
pensation for injuriously affecting land can only be given when the 
injury is due to the execution of the works, as distinguished from 
their subsequent use, has been severely tested by the recent con- 
struction of tube railways in London, and Mr. Cripps notes (p. 148) 
that a clause has been lately inserted in the special Acts extending 
the right to compensation in this respect. It might have been useful 
to elaborate this point by stating the clauses now in use and their 
effect. The matter has become of considerable practical importance 
in advising on compensation cases, 





The Law of Property. 


A GENERAL VIEW oF THE Law or Prorerty. By J. ANDREW 
STRAHAN, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law; assisted by J. SrINcLAIR 


BAXTER, B.A., LL.B. (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. 
Epition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The special feature of this book is that it deals concurrently with 
pecperty in land and property in goods, and hence, throughout the 
kk, the differences in the law relating to these two subjects of 
property, as well as the similarities, are continually emphasized. The 
chief point in any book dealing with the law of property is to secure 
the exact definition of the various interests which may exist, and 
the mode of their creation and transfer. Mr. Strahan approaches 
the subject by explaining first the various present interests, whether 
freehold or leasehold, which may exist in land, and present interests 
in —_ This covers, as to land, estates in fee simple, in fee tail, 
and for life, and also tenancies for years and otherwise. Then ina 
separate chapter entitled ‘‘ Modes of Holding Interests’’ he treats of 
trusts, of joint ownership, of future ownership, and of mortgages. The 
student will doubtless find the arrangement useful in assisting him to 
grasp the subject, The section on future interests explains the rules 
relating to the creation of remainders and executory interests, and 
contains a useful sub-section on powers, their nature and execution. 
“Conditional ownership ” is perhaps not the happiest term to apply 
to the section dealing with mortgages, though undoubtedly in English 
law a mortgagee has been admitted to the position of a quasi-owner. 
But essentially a mortgagee is no more than incumbrancer, and it 
would seem better so to recognize him when attempting a logical 
rearrangement of the law of property. He is an incumbrancer who 
is allowed for some purposes the privileges of ownership. But the 
point does not affect the real utility of the book, and Mr. Strahan is 
careful to point out (p. 200) that even a legal mortgagee is regarded 
in equity as merely a creditor having a charge on the land as a 
security for his debt. The principles with regard to the priority of mort- 
gagees are clearly stated, and the leading authorities, such as Vaylor 
v. Russell (1892, A.C. 244), given. Separate chapters are devoted 
to the modes of transferring interests, to rights over things owned 


FourtTH 


bailment, lien, &c., as to goods—and to proprietary rights not over 
things, including choses in action, shares in companies, and patents, 
The appendices include an appendix on interests in ships, and another 
giving a table of the statutory periods of limitation of actions. The 
appearance of a fourth edition shews that the book has met with the 
reception to which its merits entitle it. 





Wills. 


A ConcisE TREATISE ON THE LAw or Wits. By H. 8S. THEOBALD, 
K.C. Srxru Epirion.. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


We are glad to report a great improvement in the present edition 
of this useful text-book, mainly as regards re-arrangement of 
matter, but also in the re-writing and harmonious blending of the 
contents of several of the chapters. Naturally, after the addi- 
tion in successive issues of uew decisions, such a process becomes 
desirable, and it has been carried out by Mr. Theobald with great 
success. The new chapter on the administrative powers of the 
court, though perhaps hardly strictly within the scope of the book, 
is likely to be found very valuable, though we think that the 
statement it contains that where a business is directed to be soid 
for cash, but the most beneficial mode of sale is found to be its 
conversion into a company under a scheme by which the executors 
are to take shares and debentures, ‘‘. if sufficient cause is 
shewn”’ the court may authorize the executors to accept for the 
business, and hold for a limited time, shares and debentures of 
@ company, is capable of improvement and would have been more 
useful if it had contained an intimation of what would be deemed 
‘‘ sufficient cause.” Re New (1901, 2 Ch. 534), which is cited as one 
of the authorities for this proposition, related to the reconstruc- 
tion of a company, and in Re Tollemache (1903, 1 Ch. 487) 
Mr. Justice Kekewich said that it behoved the judge, in sanction- 
ing the conversion of a business into a joint stock company 
and the acceptance as consideration of shares or debentures, to be 
‘* cautious down to the most minute details ; but if he is satisfied that 
for want of working capital, or other reason, the business cannot be 
carried on as perhaps the testator intended it should be, and that no 
sale for cash is possible, so that the proposed scheme affords the only 
practicable means of extricating the family from their embarrass- 
ments, there is no sufficient objection to its sanction by the 
court.”” We imagine, however, that hereafter we shall find the 
doctrine as to ‘‘ sufficient cause”” somewhat enlarged by subsequent 
decisions. ’ 
Throughout the book we find paragraphs rewritten and alterations 
and corrections made, and we congratulate the author on the present 
as the best and most trustworthy issue of his work which has yet 
appeared, 





Bankruptcy. 


THE PRINCIPLES OF BANKRUPTCY: EMBODYING THE BANKRUPTCY 
Acts, 1883 AND 1890, AND THE LEADING CASES THEREON, PART 
OF THE DExBTors ACT, 1869, THE BANKRUPTCY APPEALS (COUNTY 
Courts) Act, 1884, THE BANKRUPTCY (DISCHARGE AND CLOSURE) 
Act, 1887, THE PREFERENTIAL PAYMENTS IN BANKRUPTCY 
Acts, 1888 AND 1897; tHE LEADING CASES ON BILLS OF SALE; 
WitH AN APPENDIx CONTAINING THE SCHEDULES TO THE 
BankKRuUpPTCY Act, 1883, THE BANKRUPTCY RULES, 1886 To 1905, 
THE RULES AS TO THE COMMITTAL OF JUDGMENT DEBTORS, AND AS 
To ADMINISTRATION ORDERS; REGULATIONS IssUED BY THE 
BAnKRuptTcYy JUDGE; A ScaALE OF Costs, FEES, AND PERCENTAGES ; 
THE Bitus oF SALES ACTS, 1878, 1882, 1890, AND 1891, AND THE 
RULES THEREUNDER; THE DEEDS OF ARRANGEMENT ACT, 1887, 
AND THE RULES THEREUNDER. By RicHARD RiINGwoop, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. NintTH Epirion. Stevens & Haynes. 


The statement of the contents of this book, taken with the fact that 
it comprises only some 330 pages, shews that the author has had to 
make a careful study of conciseness, and, since his book is also 
designed for the use of business men, he has aimed at simplicity of 
style. Some of the shorter statutes are given in full in the Appendix, 
and so, too, are the Bankruptcy Rules, 1886 to 1890. But the Bank- 
ruptcy Acts themselves are expounded in the body of the work, and 
only the more important sections are given in full dn the chapters to 
which they relate. Thus Chapter V., which collects the law as to 
property divisible amongst creditors and the administration of pro- 
perty, gives section 44 of the Act of 1883, and contains a full state- 
ment of the cases which have been decided on it, including those on 
reputed ownership; and the same course is adopted with regard to 
section 47 on the avoidance of voluntary settlements, and section 45 
on fraudulent preferences. In these and other matters the practitioner 
will find the law carefully explained and the latest authorities 
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County Court Costs. 


County Court Costs. NoTEs ON THE ALLOWANCE AND TAXATION 
or Costs IN THE County CouRTs (EXxcEPT IN ADMIRALTY AND 
BANKRUPTCY PRocEEDINGS). By Louis Hypz, Registrar of Stock- 
port County Court. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

In regard to costs the practice of the county court is, of course, in 
many respects similar to that of the High Court. As a general rule 
the costs are in the discretion of the court in whichever tribunal they 
areincurred, and the same principles should guide the exercise of this 
discretion. Hence Mr. Hyde states in some detail the principles 
which have been applied in the High Court. But, in addition, 
the practitioner has to consider the special regulations 
of the County Courts Acts and rules with reference’ to 
costs in the inferior court, and in particular he has to ensure that due 
application is made for any costs or scale of costs which can only be 
dowel upon special order. These matters are discussed at the out- 
set, and also costs incident to the special position of the parties— 
joint plaintiffs, joint defendants, married women, &c.—and then Mr. 
Hyde takes up special points of practice which affect costs, such as 
amendment, set-off and counterclaim, and interlocutory applications, 
and there is a section dealing with the costs of proceedings under 
special Acts, such as the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, and the 
Workmen’s Compensation Acts, 1897 and 1900. The schedule of fees 
and scales of costs are given in the appendix. The table of contents 
furnishes a ready guide to the particular point on which information 
may be desired, but the book might with advantage be divided into 


chapters. 





Personal Property. 


Aw EPITOME OF PERSONAL PROPERTY Law. By W. H. Hastincs 
Ketke, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Srconp Epirion. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

For a brief account of the law of personal property this book will 
be found useful. It certainly covers a great deal of ground within 
the modest compass of some 150 pages. Property in chattels is dealt 
with in two chapters on absolute property and qualified property— 
that: is, bailment, lien, and mortgage—and the rest of the book 
includes shipping property, choses in action, shares and debentures, 
and patents, copyright, and goodwill. The style is too condensed for 
the work to be sufficient for the student without further explanation ; 
after reading the statement of the assignability of choses in action on 
p. 39, for instance, he would have to oo the subject a good 
deal further before really comprehending it. But treated as an 
epitome only, the book appears to be judiciously done. 





Company Practice. 


THE SECRETARY'S MANUAL ON THE LAW AND PRACTICE OF JOINT 
Stock CoMPANIES, WITH FORMS AND PRECEDENTS. By JAMES 
FirzPaTRICK, Fellow of the Institute of Chartered Accountants, 
and T. E. HAyDoN, Barrister-at-Law. TENTH BpITion. Jordan & 
Son (Limited), 

To a very large extent it devolves upon the secretary of a company 
to see that all the necessary legal formalities are complied with, and 
this means that he must have an intimate knowledge of what’ these 
formalities are. To collect them for himself out of the statutes or 
out of the current treatises on company law would be in most cases 
impracticable, and hence the value of a work like the present. In 
certain matters, as in issuing certificates for shares, very considerable 
responsibility may be incurred by the company in case of error, and the 
editors have given a very useful statement as to the effect of such a 
certificate. Similarly, the various classes of debentures are explained 
and their legal operation noted, and among the recent cases cited is 
Re Routledge & Sons (53 W. R, 44)—though the reference is only to 
the Weekly Notes—which shew that a debenture once paid off cannot 
be reissued. Among the useful features of the book are a summary 
of stamp duties on various documents, and a list of penalties imposed 
for various acts of commission or omission. 





Office Routine. 


Tae Soriciror’s CLERK. Part I.: A Hanpy Boox Upon THE 
OrpINARY PracricAL Work oF A SOLiciTor’s OFFICE, WITH 
PrEcIsE INSTRUCTIONS AS TO THE PROCEDURE IN CONVEYANCING 
MATTERS AND THE PRACTICE OF THE Courts. By CHARLES 
JoNes. SIXTH AND REVISED EpITION. Part II.: EmMBRAcING 
MAGISTERIAL AND CRIMINAL Law, LICENSING, BANKRUPTCY 
Accounts, Book-KEEPING, TRUST AccouUNTSs, &c. To WHICH IS 
ADDED a Gtossary oF Some LEGAL MAXIMS, WITH THEIR 
PRonUNCIATIONS. By CHARLES JONES. FourtH EDITION, 
REVISED AND ENLARGED. Effingham Wilson. 


Upon the solicitor’s clerk falls a great deal of responsible work, 
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both in litigious and in con ing matters. For most 
of such work he will seek guidance in the ordinary text-books 
of practice, but a book of a more elementary nature is 
frequently required, and in particular one which shall tell how the 
ordinary routine steps are taken—the obtaining judgment, for 
instance, under order 14, or the preparation of an Inland Revenue 
affidavit. In all such matters the present work will be found to 
furnish valuable help, and seeing that Part I has attained toa sixth and 
Part II. to a fourth edition, it appears to have acquired an estab- 
seme | position. In the volume before us the two parts are bound 
together. 





The Intermediate Examination. 


A DicEsT oF THE LAW NECESSARY TO BE KNOWN FOR THE INTER- 
MEDIATE EXAMINATION OF THE LAw Society, Done rntTo 
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS, AND A GUIDE TO THE PORTIONS OF 
STEPHEN’S COMMENTARIES PRESCRIBED FOR THAT EXAMINATION, 
By RicHArpD M. StTePHenson, LL.B. (Lond.). Srconp Epirrion. 
Horace Cox. 

It is not, observes Mr. Stephenson, the questions that the examiners 
have already asked that the student is anxious about, but those that 
they are going to ask, and that he will have to answer. This is indis- 
putable, but students are in the habit of poring over old examination 
papers in the hope that out of the past they may predict the fature. Mr. 
Stephenson sets before them the more excellent way of discarding the 
past altogether, and of considering the answers to his series of questions 
which are intended to raise all the leadiag points in the examination 
subjects. A student will doubtless derive considerable help from 
taking the present digest as his guide, and he will find the answers 
at once clear and full. He can hardly, for instance, master the 
answers to the questions propounded on the Conveyancing and 
Settled Iand Acts without acquiring a competent knowledge of those 
statutes. Mr. Stephenson is careful to say that the answers are 
taken from ‘‘ Stephens,” and he does not guarantee their absolute 
accuracy. Perhaps this is why Bolton v. London School Board (7 Ch. D. 
766) is quoted as an authority that a recital of seisin in fee in a 
document of title twenty years old has the effect of reducing the 
period of title from forty to twenty years. That case is by no means 
generally accepted as reliable. But this is a detail of conveyancing 
practice, and Mr. Stephenson’s work appears to include accuracy 
among its merits. 





Factories and Workshops. 


THe Law RELATING TO FACTORIES AND WORKSHOPS (INCLUDING 
LAUNDRIES, RAILWAys, AND Docks). Part I.: A Pracrican 
GUIDE TO THE LAW AND ITs ADMINISTRATION. By May E. 
ABRAHAM (Mrs. H. J. TENNANT), formerly one of H.M. Superin- 
tending Inspectors of Factories. Part II.: Taz Acts; WITH 
Notes. By ARTHUR LLEWELYN Daviess, Barrister-at-Law. 
Firtu Epirion. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 

This is is a book which has for some years been found of consider- 
able value by the legal profession, by employers of labour, and by 
others interested in the working of factory legislation. It is one 
of the few law books in our libraries which owes its existence 
toalady. Few persons, however, possess a sounder practical know- 
ledge of the subject than this lady; and her co-author may be fully 
trusted to have seen to the correctness of the law. Since the last 
edition was published there have been few Acts of Parliament 
passed concerning the subject. The most important are the Shop 
Hours Acts, 1902 and 1904, and the Employment of Children Act, 
1903. There have, however, been several decisions and many orders 
of considerable importance. All these find their proper places in this 
edition, thus bringing up to date a very aot, and reliable hand- 
book. 





Practice of the Supreme Court. 


A MANUAL OF THE PRACTICE OF THE SUPREME CouRT OF JUDICA- 
TURE IN THE KiNG’s BENCH AND CHANCERY Divisions. INTENDED 
FOR THE USE OF STUDENTS AND THE PROFESSION. By JOHN 
INDERMAUR, Solicitor. NINTH Epirion. By CHARLES THWAITES, 
Solicitor. Stevens & Haynes. 

There is only one way of really learning practice. and that is by 
practising. Many students, however, have, for examination purposes, 
to acquire a certain knowledge of the rules of procedure without 
having seen many of them actually in operation. For their use we 
know of no better text-book than this. The authors have had a long 
experience of what such students require, and have turned their 
experience to the best use. The book is remarkably accurate and 
thoroughly reliable, and may often be consulted with advantage by 
the practitioner as well as the student. 








| 








534 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








| 


June 3, 1905, 





Employer and Workman. 


Tar LAws REGULATING THE RELATION OF EMPLOYER AND WORKMAN 
. IN Enetanp: A Course or Stx Lectures DgLivERED AT THE 
ReQquEST OF THE CounciL OF LEGAL EpDucaTION DURING 
MicHAELMAS TERM, 1904. By ALFRED Henry RveEcG, K.C. 

William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

The author of these lectures is well known as one of the greatest 
authorities on matters concerning the relationship between employer 
and workman. The course of six lectures which he delivered on the 
subject at the end of last year were an extremely interesting historical 
and practical review. Those who were unable to attend them 
will now have an opportunity, by procuring this little volume, of 
reading them at leisure, and no one interested in the subject should 
fail so to do. 





Criminal and Magisterial Law. 


THE StupENT's CRIMINAL AND MAGISTERIAL LAW. WRITTEN 
SPECIALLY FOR CANDIDATES FOR THE FINAL AND HONOURS 
EXAMINATIONS OF THE Law Soctery. By ALBERT GIBSON and 
ARTHUR WELDON; Editors of ‘‘Law Notes.” FourtH EDITION. 
The ‘‘ Law Notes” Publishing Co. 


This book is professedly written for the use of students reading 
for a particular examination, and to them no doubt it will prove as 
useful in the future as it certainly has been in the past. This new 
edition is brought up to date by the inclusion of references to the 
statutes of the last four years and to the most important of the 
judicial decisions given in the same period. It contains a very large 
amount of information, a fairly complete mastery of which ought to 
secure any student’s success in his examination. 





The Shop Hours Acts. 


THE SHor Hours Acts, 1892-1904; WwirTH THE RULES ISSUED BY 
THE CENTRAL AUTHORITIES, EXTRACTS FROM OTHER ACTS 
RELATING TO SHOPS, AND A NOTE ON PROCEDURE IN REGARD TO 
Earty Crostnc. By Crom V. Barrineton, Barrister-at-Law. 
Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 


The Acts relating to shops have generally been dealt with in books 
on the Factory Acts. They concern, however, quite a different class 
of persons, who have few interests in common with those interested 
in factories and workshops. The passing of the Shop Hours Act, 
1904, offered a fitting opportunity for bringing out a work dealing 
particularly with these Acts. This opportunity the author of this 
book has taken, by the publication of a carefully edited and annotated 
edition of the Acts. We feel sure it will be found useful by all 
concerned in their working. 





Coroners. 


THe Kinc's CoronER: BEING A COMPLETE COLLECTION OF THE 
StaTuTes RELATING TO THE Orrick. TOGETHER WITH A SHORT 
History or THE Same. By R. HeEnstowE WELLINGTON, 
Barrister-at-Law, Deputy Coroner for Westminster, M.R.C.S., 
L.R.C.P. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

The title-page of this book contains a complete description of it. 
It is a collection of statutes relating to the office of coroner, without 
note orcomment. By way of introduction, however, there is # short, 
but interesting, historical outline of this very ancient office. 





Books of the Week. 


The Law Relating to Children: A Short Treatise on the Personal 
Status of Children, including the Comple’e Text of the Prevention 
of Cruelty to Children Act, 1904, and of all Statutes or Sections of 
Statutes Relating to the Protection of Children; with Notes and 
Forms. By W. Crarke Hawt, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Second 
Edition. By the AurHor and Crcit W. Litiey, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

A Practical Guide to the Law of Patents, with Special Reference to 
the Patents Act, 1902, and the Patents Rules, 1903 and19035, including 
a Discussion of the Policy and Effects of the Act, and a Detailed 
Examination of its Provisions. By Harry Bairp HEMMING, 
LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 

The City of London Directory for 1905. The Thirty-fifth Annual 
Edition, including Streets Guide, Alphabetical Directory, Trades 
Guide, Livery Companies Guide, List of Liverymen Voters, a 
Biographical Directory, Corporation Directory (including the Com- 
mittees of the Court of Common Council), London County Council 

i (including its Committees), Pablic Companies Directory, 
and also a Uoloured Map of the City of London, shewing the latest 
Improvements and Alterations, Railways, Ward and Parish Bound- 
aries, &c, W.H. & L. Collingridge, 
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Correspondence. 


Joking on the Bench. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I have perused the report of Lord Justice Vaughan Williams’ 
speech at the annual dinner of the Union Society of London, held last 
night at the Trocadero Restaurant. His statement that “counsel 
talked a great deal and judges talked still more” is only too true, 
especially with respect to the latter. Further, be said that ‘“ judges 
had an audience who naturally laughed at their jokes and philosophy, 
but there should be a limit to the joking powers of the bench, 
a, in criminal cases, for they generally meant a tragedy at 

ome. 

What a pity it is that this Lord Justice, for whom I have the 
greatest respect, should feel himself compelled to criticize the manner 
in which some of our judges conduct their cases. It is becoming 
quite common with what I should call the “‘ younger end” of judges 
(i.¢., those recently appointed) to perpetrate a joke upon a prisoner, 
when perhaps the unfortunate individual has not been responsible for 
his actions, and therefore ought to receive every consideration from the 
judge. I have now in my mind a murder case where the judge, not 
long before he pronounced the capital sentence, passed off a joke at 
which there were (vide Press) “‘ roars of laughter.” This is not pur- 
suing the course of conduct necessary to uphold the honour and 
dignity ofthe bench. Judges, in days gone by, said little but thought 
much. Now, apparently, they think little and say much, 

Fortunately we never, or very seldom, hear of judicial jokes except 
from the court of first instance, but even the poh a attached there- 
to ought to know better. When suitors require some relaxation of 
this sort they will visit the Tivoli or the Palace or some other 
place of amusement where they cater for pleasure-seekers, and where 
they can hear jokes of a character quite different from the attenuated 
nonsense of some of our justices. I trust that the remarks of 
Vaughan Williams, L.J., will be taken seriously to heart by all those 
concerned, and that the present competition between the Royal 
Courts of Justice (including the assizes), and the Alhambra, &c , may 
cease. BoNNET ROUGE, 

May 25. 








New Orders, &c. 


The Finance Act, 1894. 


ORDER IN COUNCIL. 

At the Court of Buckingham Palace, the 29th day of May, 1905. 

Present, the King’s Most Excellent Majesty, Lord President, Lord 
Steward, Mr, C. C. Stuart-Wortley, Sir W. H. Walrond, Sir A. 
Nicholson, Sir W. E. Goschen. 

Whereas by section twenty (three) of the Finance Act, 1894, it is 
enacted that His Majesty the Kiog may, by Order in Council, apply 
that section to any British Possession where His Majesty is satisfied 
that, by the law of such Possession, either no duty is leviable in 
respect of property situate in the United Kingdom when passing on 
death, or that the law of such Possession as respects any duty so 
leviable is to the like effect as the foregoing provisions of that section : 

And whereas His Majesty is satisfied that the law of the State of 
New South Wales in the Commonweath of Australia, as respects the 
duty leviable in respect of property situate in the United Kingdom 
when passing on death is to the like effect as the provisions of sub- 
section (one) of the aforesaid section. 

Now, therefore, His Majesty, by virtue and in exercise of the power 
by the aforesaid Act ia His Majesty vested, is pleased, by and with 
the advice of His Privy Council, to order, and it is hereby ordered, 
that the twentieth section of the Finance Act, 1894, shall apply to 
the State of New South Wales in the Commonweath of Australia, 

A. W. FirzRoy. 








The Lord Chancellor introduced on Monday an Extradition Bill which 
proposes to add bribery to the list of extradition crimes contained in the 
Extradition Act, 1870. The Bill was read the second time. 


The London barrister who very smartly chased and overhauled a man 
whom he charges with having stolen a silver box from his drawing-room 
was not, says the Evening Siandard, so drastic in his treatment of the 
suspect as a certain judge now on the bench. ‘Come and see my 
burglar,’’ he is said to have remarked to his friends, and to have led the 
way to an outhouse, where, miserable as sin, crouched the gentleman 
described. He had been caught by the judge’s man in a fowlhouss, 
brought iuto the drawing-room, and given his choice—summary punish- 
ment without the aid of the law, or trial in the ordinary course at the 
police-court. He chose the former, and did his week in the judge’s back 
garden. ‘Io save himself, his captor made it perfectly plain that the 
prisoner entered voluntarily into bondage. 
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Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeai. 


STRONG & CO. OF ROMSEY (LIM.) » WOODIFIELD. No 1. 
26th May. 


Revenue—Depvuctions—Disrnussements WHOLLY FOR THE PURPOSES OF 
tuE TrapE—Income Tax Acts (5 & 6 Vict. c. 35), s. 100, anv (16 & 
17 Vict. c. 34), Scuepute D. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Phillimore, J., reversing the 
decision of the Income Tax Commisioners. The respondents were 
brewers carrying on business at Romsey and other places. One of the 
objects of the company, as stated in paragraph 3 of the memorandum 
and articles of association was the acquiring for any of the purposes of the 
company hotels, public-houses, &c. For the year ending the 30th of 
September, 1902, a deduction was claimed by the respondents of an item 
of £1,490, being damages and costs incurred by them in defending an 
action brought against them for injuries sustained on the 2nd of March, 
1901, by a guest at one of their licensed houses known as 
the Lion and Lamb Inn, Poole, caused by the falling of a chimney 
during a gale. The house was owned by the respondents and was 
‘under management at the time of the accident. If the deduction 
was not allowable, the profits for the year in question were agreed 
as £52,797. The surveyor of taxes on behalf of the Crown, Mr. Woodi- 
field, the present appellant, contended that the expenditure fell to be 
excluded within the terms of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 35, s. 100, cases 1 and 2, rule 1, by 
which ‘‘no sum shall be set against or deducted from, or allowed to be set 
against or deducted from, such profits or gains for any disbursements or 
expenses whatever not being movey wholly and exclusively laid out or 
expended for the purposes of such trade, manufacture, adventure, or 
concern,’’ and therefore no allowance could be made therefor. The 
commissioners disallowed the deduction. Phillimore, J., reversed the 
finding of the commissioners. Counsel for the appellants contended that 
the sum paid by way of damages for the negligence of the person 
carrying on the trade could not possibly be ‘‘expenses exclusively 
expended for the purpose of the trade.’? The respondents were 
claiming to deduct trom profits after they had been actually earned, 
If the decision of the court below were upheld it would lead to a manifest 
absurdity ; no matter how negligent a man might be, it could then be 
argued that the loss incurred was wholly for the purpose of the trade. The 
expenditure contemplated must be incidental to the trade; a man must 
not be held to contemplate his own negligence. Counsel for the respond- 
ents argued that a man could not carry on a business like an inn without 
contemplating that he must be prepared to pay compensation to his guests. 
This class of deduction was allowed in the case of damages paid by tram- 
way companies. It has been held repeatedly that profits means balance 
of profits, that is, the balance arrived at after setting gains for the year 
against losses. The Act certainly contemplates negligence, for it specifi- 
cally allows deductions to be made for the breakage of utensils—e.g , 
plates in a restaurant. 

Tx Courr (Cottins, M.R., and Marnew and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Cottrns, M.R., in the course of his judgment, said: The point shortly 
is whether in making out the accounts for income tax the respondents are 
entitled to deduct a sum which became payable by them in their capacity 
as innkeepers for damages resulting to a customer enjoying the hospi- 
tality of the inn who suffered by reason of a chimaey falling upon him 
while sleeping on the premises. They justify the deduction on the ground 
that the expenses were incidental to carrying on the business. [His lord- 
ship read the statutory cases and rules referred to above.] It seems to me the 
root of the matter is this: Expenses necessary for earning profits are to be 
deducted, but expenses which come out of the profits after they have been 
earned ought not to be, unless there be an express provision for it in the 
Act. It seems to me it would lead to strange consequences if a person 
whose income is to be assessed were entitled to deduct claims for dam 
a by him to third persons in respect of the negligence of himself. 

this case I do not think damages paid to third persons can be said to 
be expenses incurred in the earning of the profits as a condition of earning 
them. The appeal must be allowed. 

Marnew and Cozrens-Harpy, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunser, Sir R. B. 
Finlay, A.G., Sir BE. Carson, 8.G., and Rowlatt ; Danckwerts, K.C., and 
Henriques. -Soxricrrors, Solicitor for the Inland Revenue; Metcalfe, Burkett, 


$ Rowlatt. 
[Reported by Maurice N, Davucgurr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


HIGGINS AND ANOTHER ». BETTS. Farwell, J. 23.d, 24th, 25th, 
and 26th May. 


Easement—Ancient Licnt—Nvisance—InNsuncTion—Damacrs. 


This was an action brought by the plaintiff Higgins, the lessee of a 
public-house known as the Ked Lion, in Cowcross-street, near Farringdon- 
street, E.C,, and his immediate lessors, Messrs. Barciay, Perkins, & Co., 
for an injunction to restrain the defendant from building so as to cause 
& nuisance or illegal obstruction to any of the plaintiff's ancient lights, 
and for an order upon the defendants to pull down the buildings already 
erected. The Red Lion public-house stands at the corner of Benjamin- 
street and Cowcross-street, with a narrow frontage on the latter and 





a long front to Benjamin-street, containing on the ground floor in 
succession from Cowcross-street a public bar, a private bar, and a saloon 
bar. Benjamin-street is a narrow lane only thirteen feet wide, and 
on the other side of it, facing Cowcross-street, had existed since 1880 
(when the Red Lion was built), a china and glass warehouse about 
thirty-two feet high. This old building lay opposite the plaintiff's 
public and private bars, which, however, obtained sufficient .light from 
the open space of Cowcross-street, except the further portion of the 
private bar. Next to the defendant’s old building came a gap with a wall 
only eleven feet high. At a distance of nine feet from the warehouse 
wal! the gap sloped up to a height of eighteen feet. ‘Twenty feet from the 
warehouse stood another building about thirty feet high. ‘pposite the gap 
were the glazed doors of the saloon bar of the Red Lion and the windows of 
the dining-room on the first floor. Beyond were windows lighting a stair- 
case, pantry, scullery, and pothouse, all deriving light from this gap. 
The new warehouse proposed to be erected by the defendant had a height 
of thirty-eight feet uniformly, not including a Mansard roof, and entirely 
blocked up the existing gap. An interim injunction was granted last sittings, 
but the defendants continued to build. On a motion for committal it had 
been agreed to suspend building at a point opposite the western door-post 
of the private bar of the Red Lion—that is, practically where the old 
main building of the defendant ended. Evidence was given to 
shew that the damages, so far as could be estimated, were about 
£900, including sums for extra gas and decoration. The defence, in 
substance, was that when the new building was completed the 
plaintiffs’ premises would not be rendered less fit for purposes of business 
or cecupation thereby, and that the light still received by the plaintiffs 
from all sources would be sufficient, and alternatively that it was a case 
for damages and not for an injunction. For the plaintiffs it was ed 
that a very considerable interference with the lights of the Red Lion 
had been proved, with consequent injury to the trade and comfort of the 
house. Before the decision of the House of Lords in the case of Cols v. 
Home and Colonial Stores (53 W. R. 30; 1904, A. C. 179) evidence of 
substantial damage would by itself have given a right to an injunction, 
and even in that case Back v. Stacey (2 Car. & P., p. 465) and Parker v. Smith 
(5 Car. & P. 438) had been accepted by the House of Lords as shewing the 
proper direction to give to a jury. The damages here were very difficult 
to assess, and it was oppressive to force the plaintiffs to sell on an estimate, 
however liberal. An injunction was therefore clearly the proper remedy. 
For the defendant it was contended that Colls v. Home and Colonsal Slores 
had overruled Scott v. Page (34 W. R. 465, 31 Ch. D. 554), and that in no 
case now must an injunction be granted if Gamages were sufficient: Kine 
v. Jolly (Sottcrrons’ JourNaL, ante, p. 164; 1905, 1 Ch. 480). But if his 
lordship took a serious view of the damages the defendant would prefer an 
injunction. 

Farwett, J., in giving judgment, said: This is the first light and air 
case which has come before me since the decision of the House of Lords in 
Coils v. Home and Colonial Stores, and I wish to say a few words as to my 
understanding of that case. But for Col/s’ case it is plain that this action 
would never have been defended. There is a general impression that the 
judgment in that case has disturbed things more than it has. I have care- 
fully considered the recent cases of Kine v. Jolly and Ambler v. Gordon 
(1905, 1 K. B. 417). Apart from express contract or grant, the 
owner of a house has no right to any access of light to 
the windows thereof over the land of another until he has acquired 
it by prescription or grant. ‘When he has so acquired it he has an ease- 
ment of light attached to his house. Any substantial interference with 
his comfortable use and enjoyment thereof, according to the usage of the 
neighbourhood, is an actionabie nuisance at common law. A neighbour's 
brick burning or fried fish shop may be a nuisance in respect of smell, his 
pestle and mortar in respect of noise, and in like manner his new building 
may be a nuisance in respect of light. The right to light has to be 
acquired, the right to freedom from smell and noise are incident to the 
right of property, but the wrong done is in each case the same. The 
acquisition of the easement a condition — the courts in many 
cases appear to have addressed themselves ra to the extent of the ease- 
ment acquired and the amount of such easement taken away by the 
defendant than to the sufficiency for ordinary purposes of the amount of 
light left. The dominant owner was never entitled either be A soem 
or under the Act to all the light that came through his windows. The 
question always was whether so much had been taken as to cause a 
nuisance. But for many years the tendency of the court had been to 
measure the nuisance by the amount taken from the light acquired, and 
not to consider whether the amount left was sufficient for the reasonable 
comfort of the house. It is in this that Colls’ case has, I consider, 
readjusted the law. It is still a question of nuisance or no nuisance, but 
the test of nuisance is not How much light has been taken, and is that 
enough materially to lessen the My yee pee of the house that its owner 
previously had} but How much is left, and is that enough for the comfort- 
able use and enjoyment of the house according to ordinary requirements ? 
This was substantially the direction to the jury in Back v. Stacey (2 C. & P. 
465). This puts the case of nuisance by interference with light on the same 
footing as other cases of nuisance, such as noise, for apart from the 
always important question of the character of the locality, the fact that an 
owner has enjoyed exceptional quiet gives him no more than the ordinary 
freedom trom extraordinary noises. I am bound by the case of Sheifer v. 
City of London Electrve Lighting Co. (43 W. R. 238 ; 1895, 1 Ch. 287) until it 
has been expressly overruled by the House of Lords. Mere comment by 
individual members of that court cannot have that effect. The case here 
is simple. I have no hesitation in finding that the erection of the 
proposed building is, under the circumstances, a } nuisance, and that 
there has been a substantial deprivation of t w 
plaintiff from carrying on his business as he was accustomed. 
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therefore grant a perpetual injunction.—CovunseL, Jenkins, K.C., L. B. 
Sebastian and Carden Noad; Upjohn, K.C., and J. Tanner. Soxticrrors, 
Marson, Son, § Haigh ; Letts Brothers. 


[Reported by C. H. Carpzn Noap, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


THE CORPORATION OF BIRMINGHAM ». THE BIRMINGHAM CANAL 
NAVIGATIONS CO. Farwell, J. 18th May. 


Canat Company Recutatep sy Locat Acts—Erection or SraTion FoR 
Generatina Exvsecrricat Enercy—Ricut to Take WaTER FROM THE 
CANAL UNDER THE Acts FoR Purposes or CoNDENSING—MeEantnc or TERM 
Manvracrory—Constrvuction or Locat Acts. 


This was an action by the plaintiffs, who are the owners of land situated 
within 200 yards of the Birmingham and Fazeley Canal, belonging to the 
defendant company, upon which they are erecting a station for the 
generation and supply of electrical energy for lighting and power 
purposes, claiming a declaration that they were entitled to take water 
trom the said canal to be used for purposes of condensation by 
the steam engines to be employed in creating electrical energy, 
under and by virtue of the provisions of the local Acts by which 
the powers and duties of the defendant company are regulated. 
By section 15 of the 23 Geo. 3, c. 92 (one of the earlier Acts regulating 
the powers and duties of the canal company), after reciting that many of the 
manufactories of Birmingham laboured under inconveniences from the 
scarcity of natural waterfalls, it was enacted (inter alia) ‘‘ that it shall be 
lawful to and for all persons whomsoever who now do or may hereafter 
possess any land within one hundred yards of the canal, and may be 
disposed to erect one or more fire or steam engines thereupon for carrying 
on the above manufactories, and for the use of corn mills . to draw 
from the said canal such quantities of water as shall be sufficient for the 
purposes of such engines.’’ This provision was subsequently repealed by 
section 42 of the 5 Will. 4, c. 34, and re-enacted in a somewhat 
different form as follows: ‘‘ That it shall and may be lawful to 
and for all persons and corporations whomsoever who now possess 
any steam engines situated within two hundred yards of the said canals, 
and used for the purpose of any manufactories, or for any corn mills, iron 
works, collieries, or other works, and also for all persons and corporations 
whomsoever, who now do or may hereafter possess any land lying within that 
distance of the said canals now existing or hereafter to be made, and who 
may be disposed to erect any fire or steam engines thereupon for carrying 
on the above manufactories, or for the use of corn mills - . todraw 
from the said canals such quantities of water as shall be sufficient to 
supply such engines.”” Although other questions with regard to 
interference with the canal, and as to whether the engines used 
by the plaintiffs could properly be considered as ‘condensing 
engines” might hereafter arise, it was agreed by the defendant 
company that the sole point to be determined in this action should 
be whether a large generating station fitted with steam engines 
for carrying on the generation of electrical energy is a manufactory 
or corn mill within the meaning of section 82 of the Act of 1835. 
It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that the words ‘‘ above manu- 
factories ”’ contained in section 82 of the Act of 1835 were not intended by 
the Legislature to be confined to the class of manufactories which existed 
in and around Birmingham in the year 1835, but must be construed to 
include manufactories which have sprung into existence after the passing 
of the Act, since in interpreting statutes a word denoting genus includes 
new species (Maxwell's Interpretation of Statutes, 3rd ed., p. 109). Also, 
that electricity, being a measurable and merchantable article, comes 
Within the meaning of the word “manufacture” as generally under- 
stood at the time when the Act was passed. On behalf of the 
defendants it was contended that the words of section 82 limited 
the right to take water to the class of manufactories existing 
at the date when the Act was passed; and, further, that electricity 
being merely a source of power used in the production of merchantable 

, could not properly iteelf be termed a manufacture. In support 
of this contention 2. v. Wheeler (2 Barn. & Ald., at p. 349), and the 
definition of “‘manufacture’’ given in Johnson’s and the Imperial diction- 
aries were referred to. Cur. adv. vult. 


May 25.—Faxweit, J., delivered judgment as follows: The plaintiffs 
in this action claim to be entitled to take water free of charge trom the 
Birmingham and Fazeley Canal to the amonnt of some 25,000 gallons per 
hour, for condensation in the steam engines to be used for the purposes 
of the generating station, under section 82. As I read the section, a dis- 
tinction is made between manufactories and corn mills, iron works, 
collieries, and other works, the word manufactory therefore cannot be 
taken in its prim4 facie sense. I think the section must be taken to con- 
template the state of things which existed in the year 1835 when the 
Act was passed, in accordance with the rules of construction laid 
down by Jessel, M.B., in Attorney-General v. Noyes (8 Q. B. D., at p. 138) 

by Turner, L..J., in Hawkins v. Gathereole (6 De G. M. & G., at p. 22). 
question is not “‘ What does the word manufacture mean generally ¢’’ 
but “* What does it mean with reference to this section?” I think, look- 
at the intention of the Legislature, that a generating station might 

ly be included in the term ‘‘ works,’’ but notin the term ‘‘ manufac- 
and the term works is not incorporated in that part of the section 
th relates to the erection of engines in the future. The result is that 
plaintiffs are not entitled to take water trom the canal under section 
and the action must be dismissed with coste.—Counser, Upjohn, K.C., 
BR. J. Parker ; Origps, KC., and C. H. Sarjant, Borscirons, Sharpe, 
her, Vritehards, & Vo., for L. A. Smith, Town Clerk, Birmingham ; 
Mackrell & Co., tor Wragge & Co., Birmingham. 

[Beporte! by BE. Wavers Bivens, Boq,, Barrister at-Law. | 
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Re W. C. FRANCIS, FRANCIS v. FRANCIS. Swinfen Eady, J. 
23rd and 25th May. 


Witt—Construction—Guirt Vestep or Contincent—To Devisezs ‘‘ Wupy 
Tuey SHatt Arrain THE Ace or Twenty-Five Years ’’—Execurory 
Luowrations Over—Resmvuary Devise anp Brquest. 


Adjourned summons. William C. Francis, by his will dated the 2nd of 
December, 1893, after appointing his brother Charles R. Francis executor 
thereof and giving him a sum of £1,200 owing from him and secured on 
mortgage, continued: ‘‘I give, devise, and bequeath my two houses in 
Princes-street, Brighton, in the county of Sussex, unto my niece Hilda 
May Francis when she shall attain the age of twenty-five years ; I give, 
devise, and bequeath my two houses situate in Hamilton-road, Brighton, 
aforesaid unto my niece Eva Noel Francis when she shall attain the 
age of twenty-five years; I give, devise, and bequeath my house situate 
in York-road, West Brighton and numbered 10 in the said 
road, to my nephew Horace Arthur Francis when he shall attain the 
age of twenty-five years.”” And after another devise and bequest and two 
legacies not material, the testator continued: ‘‘ And I give, devise, and 
bequeath all my real and personal estate not hereby otherwise disposed of 
subject to the payment of my funeral . expenses, &c., unto m 
brother Charles R. Francis absolutely and for his own use and benefit.” 
The testator made a codicil to the said will, dated the 11th of December, 
1893, which is not material. The testator died on the 2ist of May, 1895, 
and his will was duly proved by his executor therein named. He was at 
the date of his will and up to his death seised of the houses which were 
devised by the will, and which were freehold. It was found later that the 
houses devised to his niece Hilda May Francis were Nos. 55 and 57, 
Princes-road, not Princes-street, Brighton, as called in the will. Since 
the testator’s death the executor had treated the nieces and nephew, who 
were his children and still infants under the age of twenty-one years, as 
having merely a contingent interest under the will, and had taken the 
rents and profits as tenant for life subject to the said devises to the 
children taking effect on their respectively attaining twenty-five years of 
age. Being desirous of selling the property, and having received two offers 
for the houses in Princes-road and Hamilton-road respectively, which he 
considered advantageous, he as residuary devisee and executor took out 
an originating summons for the determination of the following questions 
and relief under order 54 (a), ord. 55, r. 3, and the Settled Land Acts, 
1882 to 1890—viz., whether on the true construction of the said will he as 
residuary devisee was entitled in fee simple to the above-mentioned houses 
in Princes-road, Hamilton-road, and York-road, subject to the executory 
limitation over in fee simple to the defendants Hilda May Francis, Eva 
Noel Francis, and Horace Arthur Francis if and when they respectively 
should attain the age of twenty-five years, and also that certain fit and 
proper persons therein named be appointed trustees for the purposes of the 
Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, of the settlement created or deemed 
under the said Settled Land Acts to be created by the above-mentioned will 
in regard to the above-mentioned houses. And if the court should hold that 
the devises of the several houses in question were vested and not contingent, 
trustees also of the said will so far as regarded the above-mentioned 
houses for all purposes of section 42 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. 

Swixren Eapy, J., read the following written judgment: By his will 
the testator gave, devised, and bequeathed his two houses in Princes-road, 
Brighton (in the will described as Princes-street), unto his niece Hilda 
May Francis ‘‘ when she attain the age of twenty-five.’’ The will con- 
tains a similar devise of two other houses to his niece Eva when she shall 
attain twenty-five years, and a similar devise of another house to his 
nephew Horace when he shall attain twenty-five. Several pecuniary 
legacies are given, and the will contains a devise and bequest of all the 
testator’s real and personal estate not thereby otherwise disposed of subject 
to the payment of his funeral and testamentary expenses and the legacies 
and annuities bequeathed by his will or any codicil unto his brother, the 
plaintiff Charles Randall Francis, absolutely. The testator died on the 
21st of May, 1895. The two nieces and the nephew are still under twenty- 
one. The question is, what interest do they take under the will? The 
plaintiff, their father, contends that under the will he is now entitled to the 
houses as resid devisee in fee simple, defeasible however, and subject 
to an cusdier Taletion over in fee simple to the nieces and nephew 
respectively on their attaining twenty-five. The infants contend that 
they are now respectively entitled to immediate vested estates 
subject to be divested upon death under twenty-five. If the 
devise to the testator’s niece Hilda is contingent upon her attaining 
twenty-five, it is not disputed that the plaintiff will acquire under the 
residuary devise all interest in the property not given to Hilda, The 
language of the residuary devise does not, however, in my opinion assist 
the construction of the will, or afford a context for construing the devise 
to Hilda as vested, when otherwise it would be contingent. In my 
opinion the devise to Hilda, standing alone as it does, and not preceded 
by any intermediate interest, is contingent, and the attainment of twenty- 
five is a condition precedent to the estate vesting in her. It is the case 
of adevise in form contingent, and which stands alone and without any 
context to enable the court to hold it to be vested. There is not in 
terms any gift or disposition of the rents until flilda attains twenty- 
five which might have enabled the court to say that attaining the pre- 
scribed age no more imported a condition precedent than any other 
words indicating that the remainderman was not to take until after the 
determination of the particular estates. Nor is there in terms any gift 
over on Hilda dying under twenty-five which might have enabled the 
court to hold that Hilda took whatever was not given over to the party 
claiming under the devise over, and construe the condition as a condition 
reap ge emg age be reviously vested estate. Itis asimple case of adevise 
to Hilda when she shal! attain twenty-five, All the authorities agree that 
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such a devise unaided by any context is contingent upon the devisee attain- 
ing twenty-five. Insuch acase I can draw no distinction between “* when 
she shall attain twenty-five ’’ and ‘‘if she shall attain twenty-five.” His 
lordship read Grant’s case, decided in 29 Eliz., and cited in Lampet’s case, 
10 Co. Rep. 50a, and reported Cro. Eliz. 122.) Mr, Fearne’s opinion was 
that in such a case the devisee, until he attains the prescribed age, takes 
no interest whatever in the devised lands: see Fearne’s Posthumous 
Works, on p. 191, where the reasons for that opinion are fully set forth. 
His lordship referred to Tindal, L.C.J.’s, remarks on p. 590, in Phipps 
y, Ackers (9 Cl. & F. 583); James, L.J., on p. 417, in Andrews 
y, Andrews (24 W. R. 349, 1 Ch. D. 410), and the Vice-Chancellor’s 
remarks on pp. 309 and 310 in Love v. Love (7 L. R. Ir. 306).] 
The opinion of the text-writers are all to the same effect. [His lordship 
referred to Jarman on Wills (5th ed.), p. 762; Hawkins on Wills, p. 240; 
and Theobald on Wills (5th ed.), p. 496.] I therefore declare that as 
s the two houses in Princes-road, Brighton, the plaintiff is entltled 

in fee simple under the residuary devise, subject to an executory limita- 
tion over in fee simple to the defendant Hilda May Francis, if and when 
she attains the age of twenty-five, and I make a similar declaration as 
regards the other properties. I appoint the trustees for the purposes of the 
Settled Land Acts as asked, and direct that the cost of the summons be 
borne by the three properties in equal third parts.—CounsrL, 7. Pakenham 
law; F. EB. Farrer. Soutcrvors, Radford § Frankland, for Holmes § Johnson, 
i Me 
_ [Reported by A. R. Tay our, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re CHANT. BIRD v. GODFREY. 17th and 24th May. 


Louration oF Actions—Simpte Contract Desr—ApMINistRATION—Reat 
Estate Devisep—Tenant ror Lire anp ReMAINDERMAN—PaYMENT OF 
Interest BY TENANT vor Lire—Limrration*Act (21 Jac. 1, c. 16)— 
ApministraTiIon or Estates Act 1833 (3 & 4 Wii. 4, c. 104). 


Summons. By his will Thomas Chant, who died in 1894, after bequeathing 
his personal estate to his wife, Emma Chant, subject to his debts, devised 
certain houses to his brother, Edwin John Chant, and other houses to his 
sister, Elizabeth Brake, and he devised the residue of his real estate to his 
wife for her life, and after her death as to part thereof to Elizabeth Brake, 
and as to the rest to E. J. Chant, and he appointed certain 

ons executors and trustees of his will. The testator was 
at his death indebted to the plaintiffs in the sum of £298 
upon simple contract. In 1895 the plaintiffs had made an arrangement 
with the executors and the tenant for life under which they had from time 
to time received payments on account of the principal and interest of the 
debt. It was admitted that some at least of these payments—at all events 
of the more recent ones—were made out of the parts of the real estate of 
which Mrs. Chant was tenant for life. These payments continued until 
1903. On the 6th of February, 1905, the creditors took out this summons 
against the executors, the tenant for life, and Mrs. Brake and E. J. Chant, 
the devisees inremainder and also specific devisees, asking for administra- 
tion of the real and personal estate of the testator. The devisees other 
than the tenant for life contended that the debt was barred as against 
them by lapse of time. 

May 24.—Wakrnrineton, J.—The debt is a simple contract debt, and the 
right of action is equitable only, arising under the Administration of 
Estates Act, 1833 (3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 104). So far as any Statute of Limita- 
tions is applicable to a suit in equity, the statute m the present case is 
that of 21 Jac. 1, ec. 16. As the regards the estate which is subject to the 
life interest, the case is directly within the authority of Re Hollingshead, 
Hollingshead v. Webster (36 W. R. 660, 37 W. R. At and so far as this 
part of the estate is concerned the defendant's case fails. Next, has the 
debt been kept alive against the other real estate in which there was no 
tenancy for life? The point has not been expressly decided, but in my 
opinion it is covered by the principle of the cases of Roddam v. Morley (5 
W. R. 510, 1 De G. & J. 1) and Jib) v.. Walker (37 Sortcrrors’ Journar 355, 
41 W. R. 427; 1893, 2 Ch. 429). These were cases of specialty debts. Re 
Hollingshead shews that as to the effect of part payment there is no material 
difference between the case of a simple contract and a specialty debt. All 
the devisees are liable in the sense that they may all be sued in equity, 
and in my opinion part payment by any one of them is a payment bya 
person liable, and theiefore, according to Koddam v. Morley and Jidd v. 
Walker, it sets free the action, not only as against the person making the 
payment, but as against all persons liable. ‘There must, therefore, be the 
usual judgment for the administration of the real and personal estate.— 
Oounsen, Fossett Lock; Cozens-Hardy; EF, S. Ford. ‘Sorrcrrons, J. 7. 
Davies; Samuel Price § Sons; Rudbins, Hay, Waters, § Hay, for HW. S&. 
§ 8. Watts, Yeovil. 

[Reported by Nevirie Tessurr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Warrington, J. 





defendant’s counterclaim was also to be tried. The case having been 

remitted accordingly, the county court judge found that the plaintiff 

was entitled to jugment for £8 1s. 3d., and the defendant on his counter- 

laim to judgment for £7 8s. 9d. As the plaintiff has thus only 
recovered 12s. 6d., he decided that, in the circumstances, he ought not to 
award costs to either party. It was on this decision as to costs that 
the plaintiff appealed. On behalf of the plaintiff it was submitted 
that in a remitted action the judge had no discretion, and that 
under sections 65 and 113 of the County Courts Act, 1888, costs followed 
the event. Moreover, in giving costs the county court judge ought to 
consider the fact that in these proceedings the sums recovered under this 
judgment and that in the High Court together amounted to a sum that 
entitled the plaintiff to an order for costs on the High Court scale. [Lord 
A.verstone, C.J.—Under the Act of 1888 the question of costs is discre- 

tionary with the county court judge, and in this case he appears only to 
have decided the point in reference to the county court action.] Aston 
Tube Works (Limited) v. Dumbell (1904, 1 K. B. 535) was an authority in 
the plaintiff’s favour. Spencer v. Foster (1905, 1 K. B. 434) was also 
referred to. 

Tue Covrr dismissed the appeal. 

Lord ALverstong, C.J., said no ground had been shewn for interfering 
with the discretion that had been exercised by the judge in this case 
unless the plaintiff's contention was right, and that in a remitted action 
the judge had no discretion. Section 113 gave the judge a general 
discretion over the question of costs, and if that was intendea to be 
limited or removed in the case of remitted actions, clearer words than were 
to be found in section 65 would have been used by the Legislature. In 
Szencer v. Foster it was held that where an action in the High Court had 
been remitted the county court had the same powers of amendment as if 
the action had been originally brought in the county court. it would 
therefore be a strong thing for this court to hold thata county court judge 
had no discretion as to the costs of an action that he had jurisdiction to try 
and had heard and determined. He thought that the words in section 65 
as to the costs being allowed on the scale for the time being used in the 
county courts meant that the taxing-officer was to tax the costs according 
tothe scale allowed. This was not one of those cases ‘‘ otherwise provided 
for’’ within section 113. It had been pointed out, moreover, that the costs 
in the High Court were dealt with by the High Court prior to the remittal, 
and therefore the only costs upon which the county court judge had exer- 
cised his discretion in the present case were those in connection with the 
proceedings in his own court. 

Kennepy and Riptey, JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed with costs ; 
leave to appeal ted.—CounssL, Disturnal ; Micklethwait. Soxicrroxs, 
Jaques § Co., for C. B. Cottam, Ludlow; W. C. Tyrrell. 


[Reported by Exsxine Ret, Esy., Barrister-at-Law./ 


THE AUSTIN FRIARS STEAM SHIPPING CO. (LIM.) r. STRACK AND 
OTHERS. Div, Court. 18th and 20th May. 


Seamen—Conrract ror Service—Sarre Conriscatep ry Russian Govern- 
ment—Crew Sent Back Overtanp—CLam ror Barance or Wacrs— 
Damacrs—Mercuant Surprine Act, 1894, ss, 164, 158—Emrtoyers anp 
Workmen Act, 1875 (as Amenpep By¥ 43 & 44 Vict. c. 6, s. 11). 


This was an appeal by the shipowners from a decision of an alderman, 
given in the City of London Court. The respondents were the boatswain, 
Strack, and other members of a crew shipped at Bremerhaven in November, 
1903, on board the appellants’ vessel, Zhe Cheltenham, who had signea 
ship’s articles in the usual form. On the 11th of March, 1904, after war 
had been declared between Russia and Japan, The Cheltenham was chartered 
by a firm cf oe for = Chemulpho Railway Co. for six months, 
aud made several voyages between Japan and Korea, carrying cargoes 
of railway materials, which had been declared culmea of war 
both by the Japanese and Russian Governments. On the 2nd 
of July, 1904, the vessel, while proceeding from Otaru to Fusan, 
in Korea, with a similar cargo was captured by a Russian gunboat 
and the vessel and her cargo confiscated. The respondent and the 
rest of the crew were sent by the overland route from Vladivostock, vid 
St. Petersburg, to London, partly at the charge of appellants and partly 
at the charge of the Russian Government. In these circumstances the 
respondents claimed wages from the 2nd of July, 1904, till the 30th of 
August, 1904, when they arrived in London, where they contended 
they were paid off. The appellants, on the other hand, sub- 
mitted that they were only liable to pay wages up to the 2nd of July, the 
date of the capture, or at the latest up to the llth of July, when the 
decision of the prize court was communicated to the captain and crew. 
‘Lhe questions were whether the alderman was right in holding that the 
respoudents were entitled to wages up to the 30th of August, 1904, and 
whether in the circumstances stated in the special case the appellants 
had committed a breach of contract whereby the respondents had suffered 





High Court of Justice.—Kiny’s Bench Division. 


EVERALL v. BROWN. 22nd May. 
Country Courr—Rewrrrey Acrion—Discrerionany Power or Country 
Court Jupax to Derrive Successrut, Parry or Costs—Counry Counts 
Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicor, c, 43), ss, 65, 113, 


Div. Court, 


injury and were entitled to recover damages. The appeal was argued on 

| the 18th of May, when judgment was reserved. 

| May 29,—Riouey, J. (who read the judgment of the Covxr, which con- 
sisted of Lord Atvexsronn, C.J., and Kexnapy, J., i f), said 

the opinion of the court was asked on two cases that had been stated by 

an alderman for the city of London, the first raisi the question 
whether the respondent Strack was entitled to the ance of 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from an order of the judge of the | calculated trom the 2nd of July, 1904, to the 30th of August, 1904, which 


Ludlow County Court, who had decided that in the circumstances the | he had takea out a summons under section 164 of the Merchant Shipping 
plaintif? was not entitled to costs, The action was originally brought | Act, 1891, to recover, The shipowners contended that the ship when 
under order 14.on a special indorsed writ in the High Court to recover | taken by the Russian Government was “ lost”’ within the meaning of 
#10, the balance of the price of some cows which the plaintiff had sold to | section 158 of that Act, and that the respondent having been paid all the 
the defendant, and the master ordered judgment to be signed for the | wages due to him up to that date they were uader no further liability. 
plaintiff for £21 188, Yd., and gave the plaintit? leave to sue for the balance, | By the coutract Strack was entitled to be paid at the rate af £5 a month 
#18 1s. Sd., in the county court, where the question raised by the ! till the vessel returmed back to the United Kingdom and the crew were 
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paid off. In the opinion of the court, in the circumstances, the magistrate 
was right in holding that wages were payable from the date of the seizure 
until the 30th of August, and the appeal on that question failed. 

The other question raised by the second case was whether the respondent 
Strack and eighteen others of the crew of The Cheltenham were entitled to 
£10 each against the shipowners under the Employers and Work- 
men Act, 1875 (as amended by 43 & 44 Vict. c. 16, s. 11), for breach of 
agreement, the respondents alleging that the sum given for their travelling 

was insufficient for that p se. The alderman had held that 
they were so entitled, and that £10 a man was a reasonable sum, and on 
this point also his decision would be upheld. Both appeals would there- 
fore be dismissed with costs.—Counset, Serutton, K.C., and Dawson-Millar ; 
Robson, K.C., and J. H. W. Pilcher. Soutcrrors, Botterell § Roche; 
Pattinson §& Brewer. 
[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


GREENWELL ». WELCH. Div. Court. 26th May. 


LANDLORD AND TenaNT—ItiEeGAL Distress—TReESPASs AB INITIO—RIGHT 
or Lanptorp To Maxe Fresx Levy. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from a judgment given for the 
defendant in an action for replevin, and raised an important point in the 
law of distress. The plaintiff was the wife of the tenant of a house at 
Chingford, and the defendant was the landlady. At Midsummer, 1904, 
two quarters’ rent was owing, and on the 17th of July the plaintiff put in 
a distress. The bailiff forcibly effected an entrance and seized furniture 
belonging to the plaintiff. He remained in possession eleven days, but on the 
30th of July went out and was refused admission, and made no attempt to get 
in again. In August a fresh distress was levied for the same rent by 
another bailiff under a fresh warrant, and goods were seized which to some 
extent were different fiom those seized on the previous occasion. The 
goods were removed and advertised for sale, the plaintiff took the necessary 
steps to have the goods replevied to her. The plaintiff and her husband 
also issued a writ in the High Court claiming damages for illegal entry on 
the 19th of July, and the plaintiff issued another writ for the detention of 
goods seized on the 5th of August. On replevin, however, being effected, 
these two actions were dropped. Before the county court judge it was 
admitted that the first distress was altogether illegal, and that the second 
distress was altogether independent of the first, and it was argued for the 
plaintiff that the fact of the first distress had destroyed the right 
to make a second distress. For the defendant it was contented 
that the first distress was void ab initio: Attack v. Bramwell (32 L. J. Q. B. 
146). The county court judge gave judgment for the defendant, being 
of opinion that the first distress was altogether void, and that she 
thereby lost her right of distress. For the appellant it was contended that 
the first proceeding was an irregular distress and not a trespass. The 
defendant could not set up her own wrong. Counsel cited Bagge v. Mawby 
(22 L. J. Ex. 236) and Re Haliett (13 Ch. D. 696). For the respondent it 
was contended that the first proceeding was merely a trespass. Counsel 
cited Dawson v. Crofts (1 C. B. 961). 

Tae Court (Kennepy and Rivtey, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Kennepy, J.—I am clearly of opinion that the first proceeding was not 
a distress. Apart from the case (Attack v. Bramwell) which has been cited 
to us, one may look at the reason of the thing. The reason why a land- 
lord had no right to levy a second distress was because if a landlord 
having this special protection voluntarily surrendered the opportunity of 

all he was entitled to he would not have it again. But here the 
broke in illegally, and there was nothing which could have been 
successfully pleaded as a voluntary withdrawal from the completion of a 
distress which would have given him all that which he sought to obtain by 
the previous epee - It is said that she is estopped from setting up her 
own . I do not think that argument is sound. Rent was due and the 
landlord levied, and it is really the plaintiff who is setting up the first 
proceeding ; and the defendant’s answer to that is that the plaintiff is not 
entitled to set it up as a distress because she has treated it as a trespass.— 
CounseL, Fod ; Morton Smithand P. B. Morle. So.scrrors, Lumley § Lumley ; 
Honey & Son. 


[Reported by Ataw Hoae, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re HAMILTON, YOUNG, & CO. Ez parte CARTER. Bigham, J. 
8th and 22nd May. 


Bawxevrtcy—Br or Sare—Lerrer or Lizn—Buiis or Sate Act, 1878 
(41 & 42 Vicr. c, 31), s. 4. 


Special case stated by the judge of the County Court of Lancashire, 
holden at Manchester, for the opinion of the High Court under the 
— of section 97, sub-section 3, of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. 

- Hamilton, Young, & Co., the bankrupts, had borrowed money 

the National Bank of India (Limited), giving them a security over 

in the hands of a firm of bleachers in the following form: ‘‘ We 

to advise having drawn a cheque on you for £—, which amount please 

to the debit of our loan No. 2 account as a loan on the security of 
goods in course of preparation for shipment to the East. As security for 
this advance we hold on your account and under lien to you the under- 
mentioned goods in the hands of Messrs. --——— as per their receipt 
indorsed.”’ The trustee in the peg x contended that the above letter 
1 of sale, and also, on the facts, 


and that the bank was not entitled to rely upon it as a security 
The bank, on the contrary, contended that the letter of 





lien was a document given in the ordinary course of business and within the 
exceptions enumerated in section 4 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878. The 
facts were stated in the form of a special case by the judge of the county 
court for the decision of the question of law by the High Court. 

Bicuam, J., held that the document evidenced an ordinary transaction 
between bankers and merchants, and that the intention of all parties wag 
that the bleachers in whose hands the goods were should hold them for 
the bank and would be bound to hand them over to the bank. It wasa 
document accompanied by a transfer of goods in the ordinary course of 
business, and came within the exceptions m section 4 of the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1878. His lordship further found as a fact that the goods were the 
property of the bank, and that the bank had never consented to their 
being in the order and disposition of the bankrupts. The question was 
therefore answered in favour of the bank.—Counset, Hansell; Schiller, 
Soxicrrors, Chester § Co., for Bullock, Worthington, § Jackson, Manchester; 
Sanderson § Co. 

[Reported by P. M, Francxe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re GARRARD. Ex parte THE BANKRUPT. Bigham and Darling, JJ, 
22nd May. 
Bankruptcy—Pracrice—ApreAL—SEcuRITY FoR Costs—Bankruptcy Aocr 

1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 62), s. 27—Banxruptcy Ruizs, 1886, 1890, 

R. 131. 

The bankrupt had applied to a registrar for leave to examine a witness 
privately under section 27 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The registrar 
had refused the application, and the bankrupt, having lodged notice of 
appeal, now applied in person to the court to dispense with the deposit of 
a sum of £20 required by rule 131 as a condition of entering an appeal “to 
satisfy, in so far as the same may extend, any costs that the appellant may 
be ordered to pay.”” The ground of his application was that as there 
could be no respondent to the appeal there were no costs to be provided 
for. 

Tue Court (Brcuam and Dagrurne, JJ.) allowed the application and 
dispensed with the deposit. 

[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re MOSS. Ez parte HALLETT. Bigham and Darling, JJ. 
22nd May. 
BankRuptcy—PrRoor—PRINcIPAL AND SuRETY—GUARANTEE OF INTEREST— 
CovEeNANT TO Pay Premiums oN a Poticy or InsuRANCE—BANKEUPTCY 
Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 37; Scnepute IL., x. 12. 


Appeal from the rejection of a proof by his Honour Judge Tindal 
Atkinson in the county court at Hertford. In December, 1901, one Cooke 
lent to the debtor £100 subject to the terms of an indenture dated the 11th 
of December, 1901, to which Cooke, Moss, the debtor, and Hallett, the 
appellant, were parties, whereby Hallett and Moss jointly and severally 
covenanted to pay interest on the loan ‘“‘so long as any principal money 
remained due.’’ By the same indenture Moss assigned to Cooke all his 
interest in a policy of insurance as security for the loan, and Moss and 
Hallett jointly and severally covenanted to pay the premiums on the said 
policy. On the 28th of November, 1903, a receiving order was made 
against Moss, and he was subsequently adjudicated bankrupt. Cooke 
proved against the estate for the balance otf the principal sum of £700, 
after valuing the policy he held as security at £100. Hallett also claimed 
to prove in respect of the liability he alleged he was under to Cooke in 
respect of interest on the sum of £700 so long as any principal money 
remained due, and in respect of the premiums due on the policy of 
insurance, which liabilities were assessed at £600 and £813 16s. 2d. respec- 
tively. The trustee rejected the proof, and his rejection was upheld by the 
judge of the county court of Hertford, from which this appeal was brought. 

Tre Court (Bicnuam and Darina, JJ.) dismissed the appeal, holding 
that the proof was rightly rejected upon the grounds stated by the county 
court judge, viz., that upon the bankruptcy of Moss the principal sum 
advanced by Cooke was no longer ‘‘ due’’ within the meaning of the deed 
of the 11th of December, 1901. The only liability left was the liability of 
the trustee in bankruptcy to pay a dividend on Cooke’s proof. Cooke 
could not claim the interest from Moss, and therefore could not claim it 
from his surety Hallett. Hallett being, therefore, under no liability to 
Cooke, there was nothing in respect of which he could prove in the bank- 
ruptcy. With regard to the policy of insurance Cooke had valued that in 
his proof at £100, and therefore must be taken to have realized his 
security, just as if he had sold it to a third He could not call on 
Hallett to pay the premiums on it after he had so valued it, therefore there 
was no liability from Hallett to Cooke on the policy in respect of which he 
could prove in the bankruptcy of Moss.—Counsgi, Tindale Davis ; Herbert 
Jacobs. Soxrscrrors, R. Jennings; Bate § Co. 

[Reported by P. M. Faancxe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








At the annual dinner of the Union Society of London, held last week, 
Lord Justice Vaughan Williams, in reply to the toast of the bench, said 
that counsel talked a great deal, and judges talked still more, with the 
result that the case took a long time to try. Talking was supposed 
to be primarily in the interest of litigants, but every day a case lasted 
meant a heavy fine to one side or the other. Judges had an audience who 
naturally laughed at their jokes and se ps but there should be 4 
limitation to the joking powers of the bench, especially in criminal cases, 
for they generally meant a tragedy at home. It was not sufficient excuse 
to say that jokes did not affect the verdict, because they often did count. 
Open courts and open criticism were a tonic absolutely necessary to 
everyone who had to administer justice; therefore, he said, ‘‘ Look kindly 
on the bench, but don’t fail to criticize them,” 





190 5. 
——— ae 
withi 
a8. th 
he county 


ransaction 
arties wag 
them for 
It was a 
course of 
ls of Sale 
were the 
lL to their 
stion was 
, Schiller, 
nchester ; 


ing, JJ. 


TCY Act, 
6, 1890, 


, Witness 
registrar 
10tice of 
posit of 
peal “ to 
ant may 
as there 
rovided 


on and 


EREST— 
‘RUPTCY 


Tindal 
» Cooke 
he 11th 
tt, the 
verally 
money 
all his 
8s and 


June 3, 1905. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





(Vol. 49.] 539 











= 


Law Societies. 


The Law Society. 


Total attendances on Council and committees from the 9th of May, 
1904, to the 12th of May, 1905, inclusive : 
Council. Committees. Name. 
mn we 


18 Mr. Mathews 6 —_— 


Name. 
Mr. Attlee ... 


5 





, Barker... < 109 |» Milne ... ie — 
» Beale ... os “8 28 | ,, Morrell on 7 

» Bischoff oe. 5 | ,, Pennington ... 34 99 

» Blyth ... ee 18 | ., Rawle... we 35 141 

,, Bristow ws 32 3s | Sir A. Rollit wwe 27 8 

» Budd a ae 11 Mr. Samson on a 30 

», Dawes ... a ae 4 | ,, Stewart a _ 

, Bilett ... 26 -m | ge See os 26 

,», Fladgate 31 73 », Trower ow: 43 

» Foster .. ess 3 | ,, Walters ac 4 

Sir H. Fowler ... 9 1 | 5, Wightman ... 6 _ 

Mr. Gillett... on 2 26 | 5, Winterbotham 30 30 
Godden - 30 65 | ., Witham 31 1 

» Gray ... a 70 Extraordinary Members 

Sir John Gray Hill 17 21 | of the Council. 

Mr. Gribble ove 38 49 | Mr. W.C.M.Adam 7 _ 

Sir John Hollams... 26 14 | ,, J. B. Carslake 5 — 

Mr. Humfrys ton a 4 |» i. F.Cartwright 14 2 

,, Johnson os On 50 | 5, C.J.E. Crosse 11 1 
8.H. King ... 36 39 | ,, I. Eggar ae 7 

, W. G. King 32 41 | ,, E. H. Fraser... 17 -- 
St are os ae 24 | ,, C.E.Longmore 26 14 

» Manisty ~— I | » 3. Pybus ... 10 6 

, Margetts ety: an 6 | » F. P. Rhodes... 1 —_ 

» Marshall ws 3 », C. E. Stevens... 19 6 
Total attendances on Discipline Committee from the 12th of May, 1904, 

tothe 11th of May, 1905: 

Mr. Beale... ins “es ... 22] Mr, Morrell ine ni io. 
» Budd... ee ae ... 20] ,, Walters ais be ~ a 
» Ellett... = = oo 18] ;,. Wihem  .. we ace 
» Manisty nee ws ate 22 | 





The United Law Clerks’ Society. 


The seventy-third anniversary festival dinner in aid of the funds of 
this society was held on Tuesday. Mr. Justice A. T. Lawrence took the 
chair, and there were present, among others: Sir G. Lewis, Mr. F. Low, 
K.C., Mr. English Harrison, K.C., Mr. Bourchier Hawkesley, Mr. A. 
Powell, K.C., Mr. A. W. Rowden, K.C., and Mr. W. J. Waugh, K.C. 

In proposing the toast of ‘‘ The Society,’’ the chairman said that it was 
in every way worthy of the support of both branches of the profession. 
In the past year the society had been more useful and active than ever 
before in its history, but such extended work required a larger expendi- 
ture of money and consequently it had spent £400 more than ever before 
in its history. The society now numbered 1,350 members, but the in- 
vested funds were not as great as they should be, and he thought they 
might look to receiving more than had been the case in the past from 
legacies from rich lawyers, as during the whole of its €Xistence it had only 
received about £8,000 in legacies. For over thirty years he had closely 
watched the work of the society, and he heartily commended it to the 
charitable considerable of every member of the profession. He paid a high 
tribute to the zeal and fidelity with which law clerks fulfilled their duties. 

Other speeches followed, and as a result of the dinner subscriptions 
and donations amounting in the aggregate to £420 were announced. 








Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Rosert Epmunp Campnett, SypNey Matcotm Barrp, and Haroip 
Woorron Perris, solicitors (Campbell & Baird), 41, Jermyn-street, London. 
April 30. ‘The said Sydney Malcolm Baird and Harold Wootton Perkins will 
carry on business in partnership at the aforesaid address, under the style 
or firm of Campbell & Baird. [ Gazette, May 26. 

Inryp Garpner and Epcar Frepertc Garpner, solicitors (Gardners), 
Abergavenny. Dec. 31. 

Ronert Pasutey and R. E. Hopexryson, solicitors (Pashley & Hodgkin- 
son), Rotherham. Mr. Pashley retires from practice, and Mr. Hodgkinson 
will continue the business without any alteration in the firm name. 


Joun Harris Square and Berry Reeve Sreer, solicitors (Square, Son, 
& Steer), Kingsbridge and Salcombe. May 22. [ Gazette, May 30, 





Appointment. 


Mr. Cuanes Gii1, K.C., has been elected a Bencher of the Honourable 
Society of the Middle Temple in succession to the late Mr. Kemp, K.C, 





General. 


In the presence of a crowded gathering, says the Daily Mail, Sir Henry 
Bargrave Deane was on Monday last enrolled the first honorary freeman of 
Margate, with which he was connected for twenty years as recorder before 
being made judge of the Divorce Court. The mayor presented the freedom 
in a massive silver gilt casket. 


There is nothing new, says the Globe, in the complaint of talkativeness 
in the courts. The members of the Western Circuit were once notorious 
for their long speeches. ‘‘ Iam goin the Western this time, Maule,”’ said 
Baron Parke, “‘ and I will make long-winded fellows shorter, or I will 
know the reason why?” ‘‘ Quite right,” replied Mr. Justice Maule, ‘‘ but 
by the time you get back, Parke, you will know the reason why.” 


At Maidenhead, on Monday, says the Times, Alfred Fossick, solicitor, 
of Maidenhead, was charged with having erg Br over £12,000, 
the property of the executors of the estate of the late Mrs. Agnes Skinner, 
a widow. ‘The bench remanded the accused for a week. An application 
for bail was refused, but the bench ordered that the accused should not 
be sent to Reading Gaol, but be detained at Maidenhead, so that he might 
transact any necessary business. 

A witness in an Indiana court, says the Central Law Journal, evinced 
some disinclination to state her age. ‘“‘ Is it ry 4 rapes A ?’? coyly asked 
the witness, a spinster of uncertain age. ‘‘It is absolutely necessary, 
madam,”’ interposed the judge. ‘‘ Well,’’ sighed the maiden, “‘ if I must 
I suppose I must. I didn’t see howit could possibly affect the case, for 
you see——” ‘‘Madam,”’ observed the judge, with some asperity. “‘I 
must ask you not to further waste the time of this court. Kindly state 
your age.’’ Whereupon the spinster showed signs of hysterics. ‘I am, 
that is, I was——’’ ‘‘ Madam, hurry up!” exclaimed the judge, now 
thoroughly impatient. ‘‘ Every minute makes it worse, you know.”’ 


At the annual meeting of the Incorporated Inns of Court Mission on 
Wednesday, Mr. Justice Kennedy, in moving the adoption of the report, 
said that with considerable effort the mission had obtained a handsome 
commodious building in which to carry on its work. The club had a 
membership of about 400 men, who worked principally in the neighbourhood 
of Drury-lane and Lincoln’s-inn. Billiard and athletic rooms, and other 
places of recreation as well as of instruction had been provided for them, 
and a great uplifting social’ influence was exerted by the workers in the 
mission. About £800 a year was required to work the place properly. 
The estimate for the coming year shewed a deficit of about £200. 


On the 29th inst., on his Honour Judge Sir W. L. Selfe taking his seat 
at the Marylebone County Court, in succession to Judge Stonor, the 
Registrar, Mr. James Curtis, said that while sitting in that court for the 
past twelve years he had appreciated Judge Stonor's quickness of percep- 
tion and power of comprehension in the most difficult cases. The depth 
of his learning and knowledge, his strong judicial mind, and his great 
qualities as a judge would make them recollect him for al! time, particu- 
larly when they remembered also his kindness to the poor as well as to the 
rich, which was combined in all he did. Mr. Henn Collins, on behalf of 
the bar, and Mr. Norweiler, on behalf of the solicitors, expressed their —e 
at Judge Stonor’s retirement. Sir W. L. Selfe said that Judge Stonor 
retired after service extending over forty years—a period which was almost, 
if not altogether, without precedent. It was no exaggeration to say that 
no judge of county courts had had a more inguished career or acquired 
a higher reputation than Judge Stonor. He had presided over three 
circuits, and had served for many years on the Rules Committee of the 
County Courts, from which he retired only last year. In each sphere of 
activity he had gained an ever-increasing reputation as a lawyer and a 
judge. 

When the Lord Chancellor’s Criminal Cases (Reservation of Points of 
Law) Bill, which has been read a second time in the House of Lords, 
comes to be considered in Committee, an attempt will, says the Parlia- 
mentary correspondent of the Times, be made, unless the Government 
themselves take the initiative, to secure the insertion of a proviso to the 
following effect: ‘‘ Where it appears to the court or judge that it is desir- 
able that a prisoner should be represented by counsel on the argument of 
the case, the court or judge may, if he or they think fit, certify that the 
prisoner may have legal aid, and the expenses of such legal aid may be 
allowed and paid in the same manner as the costs for the prosecution are 
paid.” As soon as printed copies were obtainable the Bill was carefully 
examined by the General Council of the Bar, who drew up a report for 
transmission to the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, the Home 
Secretary, and the Law Officers of the Crown recommending the modifica- 
tions in procedure embodied in this amendment. Although it appears to 
be the intention of the measure that the court should have power to stay 
the execution of the judgment and discharge the prisoner from custody on 
entering into a recognizance, the prisoner may, under section 2, when the 
conviction is quashed and a re-trial ordered, be in custody on the original 
charge and unconvicted. The Bar Council further recommend, therefore, 
that express powers should be given by the Bill to the court to release him 


on bail. 








Ar the annual _— court of the Royal Exchange Assurance Cor- 
a. held on Wednesday, it was decided that a further dividend of 

0 per cent. free of income tax should be paid, making, with the dividend 
oath on the 6th of January last, £14 per cent. on capital stock of the 








corporation for the year 1904, 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota’ oF ReGistRars In ATTENDANCE ON 





Clapbam. Solicitors, Messrs. Merriman, Pike, & Merriman, London.—Wands 
1 hola —_ i 


Six attractive Houses, within two minutes of Earlsfield Station ; all let, 
together —— £202 16s. Solicitors, Messrs. Wells & Hind, Nottingham — 
Brixton (close to Brockwell i 


Park and electric tram route): Two attractive Resideness, 
yeotusiag _ 4s. Solicitor, W, O. Reader, Esq., London. (See advertisements 
is week, p. v. 


: . June 8.—Messrs. C. C. & T, Moors, at the Mart, at 2:—Bethnal Green: Two Leaseholg 
Date. Emercency Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Houses, with Stabling. Solicitors, Messrs. Tatham, Oblein, & Nash, London. (S¢, 
: Rota. No. 2. KEKEWICH. FarwELu. advertisement, this week, a viii.) 
‘onday, June .......... . 5 Mr. Carrington Mr. King . R. Leach ‘ rton | June 8.—Messrs. Destnnam, Tewson, Farmer, & Barpcewarer, at the Mart, at 2 :—City 
rene nl lS” Beal es Farmer = Godtrer > toiont of London: 11, Grocer’s-hall-court, Freehold Premises, only a few doors from Poultey 
aaa Jackson King R. Leach Pemberton and Cheapside, well-lighted ee of ground floor, basement, and three upper 
nae Pemberton Farmer Godfrey Jackson floors, with a fron of about 3in.; annual rental value £400. Solici 

9 Godfrey King R. Leach Pemberton Messrs. Withall & Belton, London.—Leasehold Ground-rents, amounting to £199 7, 
3 é i per annum net, for terms having from 17} to 59 years unexpired, se up%n 22 well. 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice _Mr. Justice situated Private Residences, of the total estimated rack-rental value of £1,800 per 
Buck.ey. JoycE. Swinren Eapy. Wakrerineton. annum. Solicitor, Chas, E. Scott, ., London.—Highgate-road (opposite Parliament- 

eseeeeee DS Mr. Greswell Mr. Beal Mr. W. Leach Mr. Church hill-fields) : Leasehold semi-detached Residence, with possession; the house is bej 

. 6 Church Carrington Theed Greswell redecorated and will he ready for immediate occupation. Solicitor, T. G. Bullen, Esq 
7 Greswell Beal W. Leach Theed London.—Belgravia: Shop and Dwelling-house, 41, Lower Belgrave-street, with 
8 Church Carrington Theed W. Leach stabling in the rear, 8, Chester-place-mews, held for 18} years to run at the ground-rent 
9 Greswell Beal W. Leach Farmer of £6, and underlet on — lease at £130 ig = se Solicitors, Messrs, Oldham 
The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 10th day of June, and terminate & Marsh. Melton Mowbeny, an Mess. Cro » Vizard, Oldham. & Co., Londoa.— 


on Tuesday, the 13th day of June, 1905, both days inclusive. 








Frxep Incomes.—Houses and Residential Flats can now be Furnished 


uu # new System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 


fixed incomes who do not wish to disturb investments. Selection from the 


largest stock in the World. Everything legibly marked in plain figures. 
Maple & Co. (Limited), Tottenham Court-road, London, W.—[Apvr. ] 








The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


June 6.—Messrs. Desennam. Tewson, Farwer, & Bripcewarer, at the Mart, at 2:— 
urst, on St. Paul’s Cray Common: An Excellent Freehold Country Resi- 

dence, affording an exceptional opportunity for securing a perfectly rural home, 
on -— soil, in a very healthy and beautiful district. within 20 minutes’ rail 

of on; with possession. Solicitors, Messrs. Hughes, Hooker, & Co., 
London.—The Grange, Hindhead, Surrey: Freehold Residential Property, occupy- 
ing a cent position, nearly 800 feet above sea-level, in the most 
ay ay hg this unrivalled district, about 3} miles from Haslemere Station 

on the L. and 8.-W. Ry., and less than a mile from the church, ffice, 
pe eg &ec. Solicitors, Messrs. Hickson & Moir, London.—Wanstead, Essex : 


Residence, in a pleasantly secluded position, cight minutes’ walk from | 


and Snaresbrook Stations; stabling; charming grounds, in all about 

la. Ir. 15p.; with possession. Solicitors, Messrs. Shaen, scoe, Massey, & Co., 
London.—8utton, Surrey: Freehold detached Residence, “ Uplands,” Benhill-road, 
standing in well-matured grounds of about 0a. 2r. 20p., near All Saints’ Church and 
about a mile from the railway station. Solicitors, Messrs. Coulson & Cook, London.— 
» Peckham, Lambeth, Finchley, Stuke Newington, Islington, 


Hackney, and Worthing: Well-secured Freehold Ground-rent of £9 per annum, and 
valuable Freehold and ‘Leasehold Properties. comprising 86 Houses oe Shops. and 


Block of Stabling, with a gross rental of about £1,508 18s. per annum. So icitors, 
Mesers. Hi Hilbery & Son, and Messrs. Naunton & Son, London. (See advertise- 

Jens t-—thesees Bacies, ingto 

‘une 7.— . Baxter, Payne, & Lepper, at the Mart, at 2:—Kent, Orpi mn: The 
Chelsfield-lane Estate, comprising about 86a. Ir. 33p. of Freehold Building Land, a few 
minutes’ walk from the railway station; also thereon Eight Picturesque Country 

producing £206 14s., together with Business Premises (in hand) value of £60 
perannum. Solicitors, Messrs. May, Sykes, & Co., London.—Freehold Farm, known 
as Mace Farm, situate at Cudham, in the county of Kent, comprising 1828. Ir. 38p. 
Valuable Enclosures of Freehold Land, adjacent, and consisting of 27a. Or. 22p , the 
whole being in occupation at the annual rent of £130 5s., shooting being let at the 
yearly rent of £45, which rents will be duly apportioned. Also, at the same time and 
in Eight Lots, Freehold Ground-rents, amounting to £53 15s. per annum, 

secured on thirty-four Dwelling-houses at Northfleet, Kent, with a reversion from 23 

to 34 years to rack-rentals estimated at £490 5s. Solicitors, Messrs, W. W. Wynne & 

Sons, London.—Beckenham, Kent: “Holme Lea,” an attractive Residence at the 

junction of the Foxgrove and Westgate-roads, with stabling and old-established 

s, in all about two acres Solicitors, Messrs. Hores, Pattisson, & 
wurst, London. (See advertisements, this week, p. vi.) 

June 7.—Messrs. Dawiei Surtu, Sox, & Oaxtey, at the Mart, at 2, in Four or Seven 
Lots :— Green, London, E. (adjoining Shoreditch Station, G.E. Railway): 
Freehold Investments, comprising Forty-four Dwelling-houses and Factory Premises 
and Stabling, occupying a superficial area of about 42,000 feet; the buildings 

enerally are substantial, and are all let and occupied. Solicitors, Messrs. Crawley, 
Srnold & Co., London. (See advertisement, this week, front page.) 

June 7.—Meesers. Dovoias Youre & Co.. at the Mart, at 2:—City of London: Leasehold 
Investments in Properties, a few yards from Aldersgate-street, E.C. Solicitor, 
G. D. Perks, Esq., don.— Walworth: A capital Yard, measuring 110ft. by 44ft., 


14, York-place, Portman-square, W.: A capital Residence, for professional or private 
7. situated near Baker-street Station. vlicitor, R. B. Stewart, Hay, 
London. (Seeadvertisements, this week, p. ii.) : 

June 8.—Messrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2:—Islington: Six Freehold Reg. 
dences. Maida Vale: Five semi-detached Residences. Mile-end-road: Leasehold 
Premises. Old Ford: Four Freehold Houses and Shops. Bermondsey: Four Free. 
hold Houses.—Solicitor, A. Solomon, Esq., London. South Hackney: Licensed Beer. 
house, known as The Lamb, Wick-road, leased to Mann, Crossman, & Paulin for 3% 
years unexpired at £40 = annum. Five Houses, one with baker’s shop, producing 
£151 12s. per annum. thnal Green: House and Shop, let weekly.—Solicitor, 
Messrs. Lewis & Sons, London. Leasehold Ground-rents —Solicitors, Messrs, J. H, 
Mote & Son, London. (See advertisement, this week, p. vii.) 











. _ . 
Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette—Fripay, May 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimiTep 1x CHANCERY. : 
| Brrrisn Arnica, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before July 10, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Voules & Welch, Bishops- 
gate st Within, solors for liquidators ; : 
Brrtisu Poutrry Scxoors, Limirep (1s LiquipatTion)—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
| to William George Blakemore, 6, Old Jewry 
| Evecrric Tursine Gas Retort Cuarcine anp Discnarcixna Macaine Co, Limtrzp— 
Creditors are required, on or before July 11, to send their names and addresses, and the 
eng of their debts or claims, to William Knight Wenham, 21, Martin’s hn, 
Jannon st 
FiyanciaL AND ComuerctaL Bayk, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented May %, 
directed to be heard Jane 6. Goldberg & Co, West st, Finsbury circus, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of June 5 é 
Hannays Trust, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented May 22, directed to be heard 
June 6. Enever, Brcad st House. solor for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 5 
INTERNATIONAL Bank or Lonpox, Limitep—Petn for winding np, presented May 2 
directed to be heard June 6. Bircham & Co, Old Broad st, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June5 
James Watmstey & Co, Limitep (in Votuntary Liguipatiow)—Creditors are required, 
on or before July 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or om. to Titus Thorp, 11, Winckley st, Preston, Wilson & Co, Manchester, solors 
for tiquidator 
leanne Tramways Co, Loureo—Creditors are required, on or before July 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the Fae ge 7 of their debts or claims, to David Evans, 
Klangennech Park, Carmarthen. ‘owell, Lianelly, solor for liquidators 3 
Mapame Pace, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 24, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Garland Godwin, 
130, Cannon st. Kingsbury & Turner, Brixton rd, solors for liquidator : 
Viscent Nuer & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 26, to send their 
names and s, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John George 
Denneby, Albion chmbrs, Bristol. Brown, solor for liquidator 3 
W &@ Rensaaw & Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before July 27, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to WB Peat, 3, 


Lothbury 
London Gasette.—Turspay, May 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luowarep in CHANCERY. 
British Pure AcetyLene Gas Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on before July 8, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert 
James Leigh Bennett, 15, Victoria st, Westminster. Alsop & Co, Liverpool, solors for 
liquidator 
Fase River Goup Desews Co, Limrtz0—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, 





wide gateway entrance, and a 12-roomed Dwelling-house. Solicitors, Messrs. 
& Spearing, Cambridge.—Freeholds at Croydon, Leasehold Ground-rents, at 


to send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to T @ 
Haward, 39, Lombard st. Edell & Gordon, King st, Cheapside, colors for liquidator 











Bankruptcy Notices. 


Broapway. Heapert, Motcombe, Dorset, Job Master , Harter, James Mippietoy, Smethwick, Stafford, Builder 
Salisbury Pet May 23 Ord iy 


West Bromwich Pet May 22 Ord M 


London Gazette.—Fripay. May 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS 
Avams, Tuomas, Bournemouth, Fruiterer Poole 
yee, Be oole Pet May 


y 
Anprew, Arrnur, Selby, Yorks, Innk York 
Lt mn eeper York Pet 
—— Avey Davis, Fulham High Court Pet May 8 


2 
Baxter & tl Basinghall st, House Furnish: High 
Court Pet March 15 "Ord May 23 est. 
Beeream, Exvest Verxon, Gt indmill st, Company 
Bo - ol — sg + Ord May 9 
LLO™, RED, , ‘ailor’ Tease: e 
bet ay 3 <. May 0 ork, rs P r Leeds 
AMLEY, Tuomas Farpenicx, Langley Mill, Derby, 
a2 Tailor Derby Pet May v3 Ord Mays i 
x. CHARLES, Chester, Licensed Victualler Chester P 
7K ,! |, nye 
BRAVO, Barwer, . x, Tob ist Chelmsford 
May2 Ord May 32 peers 





y2 
Baranvey, Hewry, Choriton cum Hardy, Butter Merchant 
Busnoxas dW, Deplnd sso Vick 
9 aa i ¢ i A 
Pet May 5 0, May ¢3 icensed Victualler (Greenwich 


Baiworey, Avvent Ricuarn, Han) ‘ 
Pet May 11” Ord My > nley, Watchmaker Hanley 





Bureis, Cuartes Cores, Abingdon, 
Pet May 5 Ord May 24 : 
Caper, Jouxn Jonnstoy, Chandos st, Charing Cross 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet April 19 Ord 


May 23 

Cares & Sexr, Leadenhall st, Wharfingers High Court 
Pet March 23 Ord May 23 

Cartinc, ALEXANDER Hamivtox, Stockton on Tees, Photo- 
grapher Stockton on Tees Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Ciements, Witt1aM, Hove, Sussex, Family Baker Brighton 
Pet May 1 Ord May 23 

CoPELAND, Winetaa, wi Stafford, Grocer Maccles- 
field Pet May 22 Ord y 22 

Davizs, Ricuarp, Cwmavon, Glam, Cycle Agent Neath 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Drewert, Aveert Harey, Sutton Coldfield, Schoolmaster 
Birmingham Pet May 23 Ord May23 __ 

Faruer, Fraxcis, Ogmore Vale, Glam, Milk Vendor 
Cardiff Pet Mav 23 Ord Mav 23 

Feencn. Wititiam Henry, and Ersest Faencu, Rugby, 
Confectioners Coven Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

Gitman, Hervert, Notting , Joiner Nottingham Pet 
May 23 Ord May 23 

Gouin, Frepeawox James, Stoneycroft, Liverpool, Grocer 
Liverpool Pet May 22 Ord he z 

Hauser, Eowarp, Watford, Manufacturing Confectioner 
Aylesbury Pet May 24 Ord May 24 





ay 22 
erke, Grocer Oxford | Hocan, James, jun, Glanadda, Bangor, Hawker Bangor 


Pet May 22 Ord May 22 
Horsmay, badly Bradford, Nurseryman Bradford Pet 
May 23 Ord May 23 
Jounson, James, Hepworth, Suffolk, Grocer Norwich Pet 
May 24 Ord May 24 eae 
Jounstone, Rosert, Nottingham, Draper Nottingham 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Jonzs, James, Scarborough, Ropemaker Scarborough Pet 
May 23 Ord May 23 : 
Lewis, Tuomas Aubert, Worcester, Licensed Victualler 
Worcester Pet May 28 Ord May 23 : 
Livx, Exizanera, nethersden, Kent Canterbury Pet May 
22 Ord May 22 
se Fievp, 8t Danstan's hill, Merchant 
i urt Pet April28 Ord y 24 . 
Mayan, WiLu1AM ame. Hereford, Licensed Victualler 
Hereford Pet May2 0) y 2 : 
MemsBery, Sypnery, ‘Tipton Stafford, Fruiterer Dudley 
Pet — 18 Ord y 24 
Bima, gzonos Srevens, Bath at, City rd, Cheesemonger 
igh Court Pet May% O y’ 
Moneas, Mosoas Joum, Paying’ nr Cardiff, Builder 
Jardi et 22 y 22 
Morris, James, ynon, Aberdare, Bread Salesman 
| Aberdare Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
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Narrer, Henry Gronce, Richmond, Surrey, Corn Merchant Harrison, 


Wandsworth Pet May19 Ord May 22 


Noses, Hexry Tuomas, Deal, Kent, House Decorator | 


Canterbury Pet May 23 Ord may BS 
Qvse, Eowarp, Camberley, Surrey, 
Court Pet March9 Ord May 24 


PearwAN, Harry Monro, Swindon, Wilts, Refreshment | 


Caterer Swindon Pet May 22 Ord May 22 


Pwxarp. Atrrep, Whitchurch, Hants, Farm Assistant | 


Salisbury Pet ~~ Ord May 23 

Piatrs, Lawrence Hemstey, Nottingham, Lace Agent 
Nottingham Pet May6 Ord May 23 

Bsap, Henry, Gt Grimsby, Journeyman Butcher Gt 
Grimsby Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Rexwarpson. Marx, Kingston wu: 
Joiner Kingston upon Hull 

Ron:xson, Toomas, Aston, Warwick, Grocer 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Rocsrs, Ricnarp, Plymouth, Carpenter Plymouth Pet 

May 22 Ord May 22 

RosxitLy, Caanves, Brighton, Hotel Proprietor Brighton 
Pet May 3 May 23 

Russe.L, James, Bishopsworth, Somerset, Farmer Bristol 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

favacz, Rosert, Hythe, Kent, Dairyman Canterbury 
Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

Seater, Bernarp, Redditch, Worcester, Fish Hook Maker 
Birmingham Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Saaw, AtBert Epwarp, Rugeley, Stafford, Jeweller 
Scafford Pet May 10 Ord May 22 

Sur, Gerorcr, Boylestone, Derby, Carter Burton on 
Trent Pet May 24 Ord May 24 


et May 22 Ord May 22 


Smru, Rosset, Halifax, Coach Builder Halifax Pet May | Wiiiams, 
6 at 2 


23 Ord May 23 
Sure, Witt1am, Smethwick, Stafford, Plumber 
Bromwich Pet May 22 Ord May 22 


Birmingham | . 
| PickarD, ALFRED, Whitchurch, Hants, Farm Assistant | 


tate Agent High | 


m Hull, Journeyman | 


Henry Batneriver, Norwich, Mechanical Link, Exizasern, Bethersden, Kent Canterbury Pet May 
22 Ord May 22 


| Engineer June 3 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, 
Norwich 

| Horsman, Tuomas, Ilkley, Yorks, Nurseryman June 
Zat3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 


| Maymay, Witt1AmM Hereert, Hereford, Licensed Victualler 
| Hereford Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
| Mriven, Grorce Stepaen, Bath st, City rd, Cheesemonger 
Kirk, Wiiuram. Staveley, Derby, Draper June 3 at 12 High Court Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby | Morris, James, on, Aberdare, Bread Salesman 
| Lewis. Tuomas A.sest, Worcester, Licensed Victualler | are Pet May23 Ord May 23 
June 3 at 11.30 45, st. Worcester | Peanman, Harry Musro, Swindon, Wilts, freshment 
Litey, Mary, Mexborough, Yi June7ati2z2 Off Rec, Caterer Swindon Pet May 22 Ord May 22 
eld Pickarp, Atrrev, Whitchw Hants, Farm Assistant 


Figtree In, Sheffi 
Mayman, Wrti1aM Hersert, Hereford, Licensed Victualler ——, Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Juve 5at10 2, Offa st, Hereford Porrineer, Stepney, York rd, » Cab Proprietor 
Miv.er, James, Ipswich, Suffolk, Dairyman June 6 at 11 High Court Pet May 16 Ord May 23 

Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich Rayrr, Jacos. Neath, Glam, Draper Neath Pet May 8 
Mosety, Epwin Jouy, Kingston upon Hull, Company Ord May 22 


y 
Reap, Henry, Grifisby, Journeyman Butcher Gt 
Grimsby Pet May 22 Ord May 22 
Renyarpsox, Marx, Kingston upon Hull, Journeyman 
Joiner Kingston upon Hull Pet May2z Pet May 22 
Rise, Wittiam GeoaGe, Leytonstone, Li ictualler 
High Pet April 29 Ord May 23 


Manager June6ati11 Off Rec, Trinity Houseln, Hull 

one © at 1.30 Off Rec, Ci'y chmbrs, Catherine st, 
ury 

Smit, Rosert, Sunderland, Ts gael June 6 at 3 Off 


Ree, 3, Manor pl, Sunder! igh Court 
Twisy, Georce, Hemsworth, York, Nurseryman June5 Roceas, Ricnarp, Plymouth, Carpenter Plymouth Pet 
at 10.80 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield May 22 Ord May 22 


Romanowskt, Aynigz Avausta, Derby, Hairdresser Derby 
Poy ay | 4 Dairyman Canterb 
|AVAGE, BERT, Hythe, . i ater! 
Pet May24 Ord May 24 nebo 
| SEALEy, Bernarp, Redditch, Worcester, Fish Hook Maker 
Birming Pet May 22 Ord May 22 
Saretp, Georet Witiiam, Watford, Commission Agent 


TwissztL, Watter Jacos, Brynmawr, Brecon, General 
Dealer June5 at3 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Waiter, Matvine, & Co, Euston “1 ufacturing 
Chemists June5at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Wueat ey, Henry, Pootefract, Liquorice Refiner June 5 

atil Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 





Sroxe, Frepericx Wi .iam, Fishponds, Bristol, Labourer | 


Bristol Pet May 22 Ord May 22 


Water, Masvinz, & Co, Euston sq, Manufacturing | Apams, Atrrep Wiiuiam, Rushbury, Sot. 


Chemists High Court Pet May1 Ord May 22 

Waratiry, Henry, Pontefract, York Liquorice Refiner 
Wi id Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Wuxivson, Tuomas, Middlesbrough, Labourer Middles- 
bro Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

Witxinson, Witiiam, Lancaster, 
Preston Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Wns, Witt1am, Southsea, Hants, Confectioner Ports- 
mouth Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Wuuiams, Heptey Reainatp Swirn, Maesteg, Glam 

iff Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Witttams, Srerxex, Wintersiow, Wilts, 

Salisbury Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Worrr. Sinon, Lower Clapton rd, Hackney, Builder High 

Court Pet April13 Ord May 22 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Apavs, ALFRED WititAm, Rushbury, Salop, Beerhouse 
Keeper June 3 at 1130 Off Reo, 42, St John’s hill, 
Shrewsbury 

Ayprew, Antuur, Selby, Yorks, Innkeeper June 5 at 3.15 

Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Banyett, Atzy Davis, Fulham June 6at11 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Baxren & Francis, Basinghall st, House Furnishers June 
5at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bitox, Lawrence Coorgr, Nottingham, Provision Mer- 
chant June 6 at 11 Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
Nottingham 

Botton, ALFRED, Pudsey, York, Tailor's Presser June 5 
atll Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Butucnam, Jonn Wituiam, Worlingworth, Suffolk June 
6 at 11.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Rs, CHARLES, Exning, Suffolk, Corn Dealer June 3 
at 12 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Cauper, Joun Jounston, Chandos st, Charing Cross, 
Licensed Victualler June 5 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Carey st 
Carzs & Sexy, Leadenhall st, Wharfingers June 6 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidge, Carey st 
Couuins, ‘Franx, Northampton, Butcher June 5 at 12 
Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 
Doma, ALFRED, jun, Dudley, Commercial Traveller June3 
atll Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Eastex, Hexay Waitt, Newcastle on Tyne June 5 at 12 

Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
Govtstox, Maurice, Coldharbour In, Brixton, Tailor June 

Tat12 mpeg ad bldgs, Carey st 
RuIs, MicHARL, Kenwyn, Vornwall, Ironmonger June 5 


Labourer 


ApamMs, 
2: 


| 
| 


Lancs, Stonemason | Bo..or, 





at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 


Wicks, Wiiu1am, Southsea, Hants, Confectioner June 5 
at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 
Steraen, Winterslow, Wilts, Labourer June 


St Albans Pet May5 Ord May 20 
Smira, Georae, Boylestone, Derby, 
Pet May 24 Urd May 24 


Burton on Trent 
2 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 


West | Wyart, Jou, Mortlake, Surrey, Chemist June 7 at 11.30 Suirn, Wituram, Smethwick, Stafford, Plumber West 
24, Railway app, London Bridge Bromwich Pet May 22 Ord May 22 
Stitt, Gzoree, Gowrie rd, Wandsworth, Licensed 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ictualler High Court Pet April10 Ord May 22 
Tacuiarerro, Freperick Apriay, St Helen’s pl High 
urt Pet April19 Ord May 22 

Taytor, Tuomas Arrep, Aston New Town, Warwick, 
Boot Dealer Birmi m PetMay18 Ord May 22 

Tesss, Jony, Bristol, Business Transfer Agent Bristol 
Pet May 2 Ord May 22 

Wacker, Frepesick Vixceyt, Finchley rd, Dentist High 
Court Pet March 28 Ord May 22 

Waueattey, Henry, Pontefract, Liquorice Refiner Wake- 
field Pet May 22 Ord May 22 

Witkinson, Tuomas, Middlesbrough, Labourer Middles- 
brough Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

Wirxixsoy, WI.ciam, caster, Stonemason [reston 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Wicks, Witt1am, Southsea, Hant-, Confectioner Porte- 
mouth Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Wituiams, Heptry Reoixarp Swirs, Maesteg, Glam 
Cardiff Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Wiis, Steraex, Winterslow, Wilts, Labourer Salis- 
bury Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

London Gazetie.—Tvurspay, May 30. 
RECEIVING O&KDERS. 


Beerhouse | 
eeper Shrewsbury Pet May6& O y 22 
‘Tuomas, Bournemouth, Fruiterer Poole Pet May 
Ord May 22 
Awnprew, Artuor, Selby, York, Innkeeper York Pet 
May 20 Ord May 22 : 
A.rrep, Pudsey, York, Tailor’s Presser Leeds 
Pet May 20 Ord May 20 
Bornamiey, Taomas Frevericx, Langley Mill, Derby, 
Tailor Derby Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Box, Caartes, Chester, Licensed Victualler Chester Pet 
May %3 Ord May 23 
Brearvey, Henry, Chorlton cum Hardy, nr Manchester, 
Butter Merchant Manchester Pet May 4 Ord May 24 
Broapway, Hersrar, Motcombe, Dorset, Job Master 
Salisbury Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Campxtn, Jonny, Evesham, Worcester Worcester Pet May 
1 May 22 
Carine, ALEXANDER Hamttton, Stockton on Tees, Photo- 
grapher Stockton on Tees Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Coretanp, Wit.1aM, Biddulph, Stafford, Grocer Maccles- 








field Pet May 22 Ord May 22 } 
Davies, Richaap, Cwmavon, Glam, Cycle Agent Neath | AtLertox, Joun, Middlesbrough, York, Coal Dealer 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 Middlesbrough Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
Downuam, Freprrick, Basingstoke, Hants, Baker | Bonp, ALrrep, Sheffield, r Sheffield Pet May 
Winchester Pet May17 Ord May 24 27 Ord May 27 
Farmer, Francois, Ogmore Vale, Glam, Milk Vendor | Braeartry, Eaxest, Batley, York, Farm Labourer Dews- 
Cardiff Pet May 23 Ord May 23 b Pet May 25 Ord May 25 , 
Frencu, Witi1am Henry, and Ernest Frencu, Rugby, | Craven, Tuomas, Morriston, 8 ea, Haird 
Confectioners Coventry Pet May 24 Ord May 24 } wansea Pet May 27 Ord May 27 


Daves, James Freperick, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Gt 
Grimsby Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Davip, Witu1am Rosert, Bridgend, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
May 24 Ord May 24 


Gitman, Herseat, Nottingham, Joiner Nottingham Pet 
May 23 Ord May 23 
GovuLp, Freprrick maae, Tiengen, Grocer Liverpool 


Pet May 22 Ord May : 
Hatsry, Epwarp, Watford, Manufacturing Confectioner | Dryspate, Joun Witiam, Creechurch In, Fibre Merchant 


Aylesbury Pet May 24 Ord May 24 | igh Court Pet May 27 Ord May 27__ 

HocagyJanes, jun, Glanadda, Carnarvon, Hawker Bangor | Fisuer, CARoLInE Mary, gins High Court Pet 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 April 10 y 26 : 

Horsman, Taomas, Bradfoid, Nurseryman Bradford Pet | Fowier, Vincent, Swindon, Wilts, Grocer Swindon Pet 
May 23 Ord May 23 May 27 Ord May 27 ; 

Jerrrizs, Wittiam Sxymour, Richmond, Surrey, Com- | Freear, Jeremian, Stanground, Huntingdon, Carter Peter- 
mercial Traveller Wandsworth Pet May 6 Ord May 28 | rough Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Jounson, James, Hepworth, Suffolk, Grocer Norwich Pet | Garpyer, Davip Borram, bldgs, Accountant 
May 24 Ord May 24 igh Court Pet May 27 May 27 

Jounsrone, Rosert, Nottingham, Draper Nottingham Pet | Hacxerr, Samugx, Stapleford, Notts, General Decorator 
May 23 Ord May 23 Derby Pet May26 Ord May 26 ¥ a 

Jones, James, Scarborough, Ropemaker Scarborough Pet | Henperson, ves, Radcliffe, Lancs, Medical Practitioner 
May 23 Ord May 23 Bolton Pet May 27 Ord May 27 ; i 

Lewis, Tuomas ALbert, Worcester, Licensed Victualler | Hirt, Dexter, Great Dalby, Leicester, Blacksmith Leices- 

Worcester Pet May 23 Ord May 23 i ter Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
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Hompenerss, Epwarp, Uttoxeter, © spade’ Burton on 
Trent Pet May25 Ord May 

Horourisox, a Horwich, yom Insurance Agent 
Bolton Pet April29 Ord May 19 

JonEs, 5 a, Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet May 


May 2 

pike Tuomas on Ystradgynlais, —~y Colliery 
Labourer Neath Pet May 26 Ord May 

Kryeston, Tuomas, Willen Staffs, Whuleeale General 
Dealer Wolverhampton Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Leuev, Ferperick, Bayington rd, Streatham, ts Sales- 
man High Court Pet May 26 Ord May 

Marty, Witt1am Henry, Derby, Hosier "Derby Pet 
May 25 Ord May 25 

a Seant, Bristol, Tailor Bristol Pet May 


27 y - 

Neeps, Fray«x, eeeoem, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff Pet 
May 25 Ord May 

Powsr, Grorcz, Ostord ter, Edgware rd, Actor High 
Court Pet April18 Ord May 24 

Rosgrats Brotuers, Charterhouse st, ~ Victuallers 
High Court Pet April8 Ord May 

Rutty, ALFRED, St Helen’s pl Bich, Court Pet April 6 
Ord May 25 


y 

Sraczz, Epwin Ancet, Worthing, Confectioner Brighton 
Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Sueraerp & Co, G L, Doumeneuth, Builders Poole Pet 
May 8 Ord May ‘ 26 

Suits, ALFRED oy Cheltenham, Clothier Cheltenham 
Pet May 24 Ord Ma as , 

Santa, Cuar.es Hevey, pon Hull, s=<" frond 

upon Hull Pet P May a Ord May 

Suita, WitiiaM poe. Gloucester, Baker , 
Pet May 25 Ord May 

Srevers, ANDREW fom oe Wituiam Anprew Stevens, 
Plymouth, Fruit Merchants Plymouth Pet May 25 
Ord May 25 

Srovetox, Ausrrow Joszru, Curzon st, Mayfair High 
Court Pet March Ord May 25 


31 
Syper, James, Costessey, Norfoik, Commission Agent 
Norwich Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Wau, Cuantes J, Hastings, "a house Keeper 
Pet May 11 On} is 
Warire, Atrrep Joszrx, Newland, Worcester, Farmer 
Worcester Pet May it Ord May 27 
Witutass, Jonx Doxovay, Kingston upon Hull Kingston 
upon Hull Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
Woopsernry, Freeprric.. WILLIAM, Bilston, Saint, Baker 
Wolverhampton Pet May 27 Ord May 
Youne, CHARLEs, eee 7 ae Hood Contractor 
Yeovil Pet May25 Ord May 25 
notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 19 : 
saree Agentes 8, Porthkerry, Glam Cardiff Pet April 26 


May 16 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apaxs, Tuomas, Bournemouth, Fruiterer June 9 at 3 
Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 
ALLERTON, Joux, Middlesbrough, Coal Dealer June 16 at 
12.30 Off Rec, — onlay — re 
Berream, Erxest VeRxox st, 
Director June 9 at 12 tbenkruptcy bide bidga, Carey 
Borsamizey, Tuomas Ferpzrick, Langley Pied Derby, 
Tailor Junesati2 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
Box, Cuaauzs, Chester, Licensed Victualler June 7 at 11.30 
chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Bravo, Baryett, Iiford, Tobacconist June 9 at 12 14, 


lord row 
Brzaney, Exwest, Batley, York, Farm Labourer June7 
at 10.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dews- 


Begarier, Heyer, Choriton cum Hardy, nr Manchester, 
Butter Merchant June7at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


Bseoapway, Hexsert, Motcombe, Dorset, Job Master 
June 8 at 1.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, 


CagLinc, ALExanpen Hamittox, Stockton on Tees, 
pher June 21 at 3 Off Rec, &, Albert rd, 
=.) © hy mg Ho ve, Sussex, Cook June7 at12 4, 
wilion bldgs, Brigh* = 
Getaian Wituian, Bb ... ph, Staffs, Grocer June 9 at 
11 Off Rec, 24, King Eiward st, Macclesfield 
Davizs, , Bion an, Cwmavon, ' Glam, Cycle Agent Jane 9 
at 12 Off Rec, 31, Ale» Ara rd, Swansea 
Fisuer, CaRro.ixe Mary, logan gdns June 9 at 11 
, Care 


Harae, Joszrra Hewayr, Block. ath, Builder June8 at 11.30 
%, Railway app, London B aa 
Haut, Wii, Smethwick, Stafford, Baker June 8 at 11 
191, st, Birmingham 
Hannu, Hexey Cosexe, Meleombe Regis, Stationer June 
™ Oy Mtg Cit ~~ Bg ~~ t Salisbury 
=> TLUIAM, wansea, terman June 7 
pf = #4, Aleman ate Hawker 
vous, AMES, Ww June 7 at 
P am Bo Eastgate row, 
wean Joux, "Horwich, Lanes, Insurance Agent 
June 8 at 3 19, Exchange st , Bolton 
Hvrog, Jous, on Essex, Butcher June 9 at 3 


Jouxson, Sons Hh Hepworth, Suffolk, Grocer June 7 at 1.30 
Off Ree, 6, King ot, Harwich 

Sous, jan Ropemaker June7at 4 74, 

Raveess, Jane, Walsall, Draper JuneSati1.30 Off Rec, 

Kiexratnice, Fausr, Leicester, Draper June7 at 12 Off 


Ree, 1, ge xt, Leicester 
Lame, Ton, Smethwick, Stafford, Baker June #at12 191, 
ASS 

Levev, m, Fish Galesman June 8 at 
il ecto bldgs, C wt 

Lar«, wt ent, Butcher June 22 at 

Lariony Bye Wlbeis aes Mar 

Arnon, Ev it 

ae a lee, Fie < + rrr June 7 at 
muin, Cuaniua Finio, ot tests hill, Merchant 
Jume7 at 2.30 Bankruytey bldgs, Oarey #t 





Maaztin, ee wm pe — » Boot Dealer June 7 
MILLEN, tresiy BrEriiEn, Hah o 
June 7 at 11 . 
Minter, THomas, vaitert, Nectiocs ts, Machinist June 7 
Morris, JAMEs, A "Bread Salesman 
June 7 at 12 135, igh 'st, Merthyr’ 
June 8 at 12.30 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 
Over, Epwarp, Camber , Estate tom > June 9 
Ow: am a Pg et eth, Mon, Miner June 8 at 
1 Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, M on 
Caterer June 8 at 11 Off Ree, 38, Regent circus, 
Swindon 
at 12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, B 
Power, Ai. Oxford ter, Edgware rd, Actor June 8 
Renyarpson, Mark —. uw ull, Journeyman 
Joiner June7 at11 Off Rec “Tinity House In, Hull 
Roserts Brorners, Charterhouse st, Victuallers 
Roppis, Cape, Wavertree, Liverpool, Boot \ aaa June 7 
at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
gs, 
Russe., JaMEs, *Bishopworth, Somerset, womer June 7 
at11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristo! 
st, Canter ury 
Sounamons” pte E, g’s Heath, Worcester, Grocer 


— = rd, h, Chasemneniee 
at 3 Off Rec, 1, ee S aon 
Norris, Henry Tuomas, Deal, Kent, House Decorator 
at 2.30 Bankru bldgs, Carey st 
wes... Harry Monro, Swindon, — Refreshment 
PILLERs, — James, Redland, p eae, Solicitor June7 
at 11 Bankruptcy didgs, Carey st 
June 7 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
—— A Aree, 'St Helen’s pl Junes fat. i2 Bankruptcy 
Mavees, po, 4 Sen, Kent, peiegnen June 8 at 12 
June 7at12 191, ‘Corporation st, Birmin 


8! 

SHIELD, GEORGE WILLIAM, Watford, Commission Agent 
June7 at 12 14, Bedford row 

Smita, amg Halifax, Coach Builder June 7 at 3 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Srevens, ANDREW Lean, and Wituiam AnpREw Srevens, 
Plymouth, Fruit Merchants June 9 at 11 Off Rec, 
6, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 

SroNz, FrepeRiok W1..14M, Fishponds, Bristol, Labourer 
June 7 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Srourtoy, AUBERON JosEPu, Curzon st, Mayfair June 8 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Taytor, THomas AL¥rreD, Aston New Town, Warwick, 

t Dealer June 9 at 11 191, Corporation st, Bir- 

suainen 

TyLes, eae | Leicester, Boot Manufacturer June 8 at 
12 Off Berridge st, Leicester 

VALLINTINE, yo teh E, and James T CuaAnDuER, Dover, 
nee June 2 at9 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canter- 
ury 

Watton, Cxartes Conrap, Jonn Ernest Watton, and 
Saran Beatrice WaAtron, Sunderland, Jewellers June 
Sat3 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 

Wuitr, A.rrEp Josern, Maivern, Worcester, Farmer 
June 10 at 11.30 45, C 

WI xryson, Toomas, Middlesbrough, Labourer June 16 at 
12.30 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Witson, Ricuarp, Landore, But June 7 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Wotrr, Simon, Lower Clapton rd, Builder June 7 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wryxez, uous, Carnarvon, Coal Merchant June 7 at 12.30 
Crypt ¢ hmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Attertoy, Joux, Middlesbrough, + Dealer Middles- 
brough Pet ‘May 26 Ord May 

ARMSTRONG, JAMES Suercen "Datientin. Bucks, 

erchant High Court Pet Feb 21 Ord ne 3 

Baggett, —— ae See, Upham, nr Bishop’s Waltham, 
Baker — Pet May 17 Ord a fe 

Bowp, pry Sheffield, Ironmonger Sheffield Pet May 
27 Ord May 27 

Bravo, Barnett, Dford, ae Tob 
Pet May2 Ord May 

Bangone, © Ervest, Batley, ¥ rm, Farm Labourer Dewsbury 
Pet May 25 Ord May 

BrixDiey, ALBert Ric und, * Hanley, Watchmaker Hanley 
Pet May 11 Ord May 25 

Burets, Cuaries Coues,  - Berks, Grocer Oxford 
Pet May5 Ord May 27 

Curppgyxtoy, Taomas WiLL1aM. Kentish Town, Boot Dealer 
High Court Pet May6 Ord May 25 

Craven, Tuomas, Morriston, Swansea, Hairdresser Swansea 

Pet "May 27 Ord May 27 

Dares, James Frepericx, Gt Grimsby, Fisherman Gt 
Grimsby Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Davin, Weteie Rozekrt, Brid , Grocer Cardiff Pet 
May Ord May 24 

Dryspate, © oe Wix.tam, Creechurch In, Fibre Merchant 
High Court Pet May 27 Ord May 2 

Fow er, Vixcext, Swindon, Wilts, - = dl Swindon Pet 
May 27 Ord May 27 

Faecank, Jzxemian, Stanground, Huntingdon, Carter Peter- 
borough Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

7: ame Builder Guildford 
April 28 Ord May 19 

Goopmas, Josern, Bartholomew close, Wholesale Draper 
High Court Pet March 2 Ord May 27 

Hackett, Samvuzz, wee _— General Decorator 
Derby Pet May 26 Ord Ma: ford 

Hay, Wit.iam, Smethwick, Sta — Baker West Brom- 
wich Pet April 20 Ord Ma: 

Hewpensow, Aineas, Radcliffe, , Medical Practitioner 
Bolton Pet May 27 oa May 27 

Hi, Ry" Gt Dal , Blacksmith L st 

et May 27 Ord 

Humpneiss, Epwanp, Siar, eee Burton on 
Trent Pet May 25 Ord Ma 

Hutontssox, Joux, Horwich. 4 Insurance Agent 
Bolton Pet Aprilz9 Ord May 

Joxzs, Joun, Blaengarw, Glam, Oilier Cardiff Pet May 
2% Ord May 2 

Jouns, Tuomas Keres, Yotradgyniais nae Colliery 
Labourer Neath ‘Pet May 26 Ord Ma 





ist Chel ford 











Kenpatu, Jane, Walsall, Dra Walsall Pet May : 
Ord May 23 eg May 3 


Kingston, Feenas, Willenhall, Stafford, Wholesale 
General Dealer Wolverhampton Pet May 25 On 


May 25 
Lzxev, Freperiox, Streatham, Fish Salesman High Court 
Pet Muy 26 Ord May 26 
Mastin, WILit1am Hex, = Derby, Boot Dealer Derby 
Pet May 25 Ord Ma: 
Memsery, are Tipton, 8 Staffs, Fruiterer Dudley Pe 
M — 4 Bay Bristol, Tail B 
ee ESsIE on ris or ristol 
May 27 Ord May 27° ™ 


y 27 
Myers, Tuomas Araixtox, Rodley, Leeds, Grocer Leeds 


Pet May 11 Ord Ma my te 
Nappesr, Henry Georae, Richmond, cw, Corn Merchant 
Wandsworth Pet May19 Ord Ma: 
Nzeps, Frayx, Grangetown, Cardiff, 7 Cardiff Pet 


May 25 Ord May25 


y 
Norzis, Henry Tuomas, Deal, Mewes Decorator Cante. 
bury Pet May 23 Ord May 
PickarD, Jonny GrorGz, Ture Hill, ou, Builder 
m a Wells — May ‘. Ord May 
LATTS, WRENCE Hemsiey oitinghat, Lace Agent 
Nottingham Pet May 6 ora ‘ 


RosBinson 2 Ord May Warwick, i Birmingham 

Ri hoe May 38 Sabon’, -- So: 

USSELL, JAMES, 0} merset, Farmer B; 

et INES, rateee tonne 

coTT, Sam, Liv or! rt Dewsb P 

ag og Joni 

HAW ERT Epwakrp, ey, Stafford, Ji 
Stafford Pet May 10 Oni Mee "36 . 

Suirh, Atrgep Kessey, Cheltenhara, Clothier Cheltenham 
Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

SmirH, Coartes Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Fish oa 

mupon Hull Pet May 27 Ord May 

Smrrx, Rosert, a Coach Builder Halifex Met May 

23 Ord May 


Surrs, Seamer Ewan, Seensten, Baker Gloucester 
Pet May 25 Ord Ma: 
Srevens, ANDREW Png end Witi1am Anprew Srevens, 
a. Fruit Merchants Plymouth Pet May % 
rd May 25 
Syper, James, Costessey, Norfolk, _jumetnin Agent 
Norwich Pet May 25 Ord May 
VALLINTINE, ALBERT E, and James T CHANDLER, De 
Plumbers Canterbury Pet March 24 Ord Ma 
Wurtz, Atrrep Joszru, Newland, Malvern, fo 
e heey 2 pt tana a May 27 
ILLIAMS, JOHN NOVAN ingston nm Hull 
upon Hull Pet May27 Ori Ma mm —— 
Woopperry, Freperick WILLIAM, Bilston, am, Baker 
Wolverhampton Pet May 27 Ord May 
Youne, CHARLES, Sammon, Be a Road Contractor 
Yeovil Pet May 25 Ord Ma: 
Amended notice Substituted 4 that wetihet 4 in the 
London Gazette of May 19 
Srent, Gzorce Hersert, 1 “a Fruiterer Canter- 


bury Pet May16 Ord May 16 
ULE 


SMYRNA 








Recognised 
MARKET for 


ORIENTAL 
CARPETS 
and RUGS 
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